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Special educators are the primary implementers of evidence-based practices (EBPs) for 
school-aged students with autism. Twenty-eight strategies and interventions have been 
categorized as evidence-based with demonstrated efficacy for children and youth with autism 
(Steinbrenner et al., 2020). However, the research-to-practice gap persists, with inconsistent 
training and implementation of these practices to meet the needs of students in authentic school 
settings (Hsiao & Sorensen Petersen, 2019; Knight et al., 2019). Due to the recency of the EBP 
movement in education, novice special educators transitioning from preparation programs into 
their first years in the profession are well-positioned to increase EBP implementation. Teachers’ 
knowledge and beliefs about EBPs begin to form early in their careers and exert influence over 
their teaching practice. Discerning the elements of training, context, and perceptions that impact 
the implementation of EBPs can support the translation of these practices from controlled 
research settings into everyday classrooms.  
A cross-sectional online survey of 137 novice special educators in North and South 
Carolina gathered self-reports of their knowledge, perceptions of social validity (i.e., 
acceptability and feasibility), and frequency of use of 12 EBPs for students with autism. Follow-
up interviews were conducted with a purposive subsample of ten teachers to explain and expand 
upon the quantitative data. Overall, teachers’ knowledge, perceptions, and use of EBPs were 
closely linked. Positive behavior supports and visual schedules emerged as the most accepted 
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and implemented practices. The use of EBPs was primarily driven by teachers’ knowledge of the 
practice and judgment of its social validity. Completing a pre-service research methods course 
was the only training element associated with more frequent use of EBPs, underscoring the 
importance of preparing teachers as informed consumers of research. The thematic analysis 
revealed how teachers evaluated practices through a broad conceptualization of social validity, 
including assessing an EBP’s alignment with students’ needs and goals, its feasibility, its 
generalizability across students and settings, and its compatibility with professional values. 
Taken together, the results have implications for improving pre-service and in-service training of 
special educators, particularly by developing the professional wisdom they need to implement 
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Contemporary scholars have had much to say about the persistent research-to-practice 
gap in special education, particularly in moving interventions for students with autism from 
research protocols into ordinary classroom instruction (Cook et al., 2013; Cook & Odom, 2013; 
Dingfelder & Mandell, 2011; Kasari & Smith, 2013). Over the past two decades, researchers 
have expended considerable effort designing and testing strategies to support the social, 
communicative, behavioral, and cognitive development of children and youth with autism, with 
the resulting evidence-based practices (EBPs) expected to be delivered by practitioners in 
everyday contexts (Kasari & Smith, 2013; Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Novice and veteran 
teachers alike are tasked with the responsibility of meeting the needs of students with autism by 
selecting and implementing such strategies based on high-quality research. Yet, as Newman 
Thomas (2014) has asserted, “teachers experience the pull of many factors that influence their 
beliefs and actions and result in conflicts, contradictions, and inconsistencies between their 
beliefs, knowledge, and actions” (p. 232). Preparatory experiences and personal perceptions of 
EBPs are two areas influencing teachers’ ability and willingness to use these practices in their 
teaching. 
Background and Rationale 
Instruction and intervention based upon scientifically validated techniques are required 
by federal law in both special education (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004) and 
general education (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015). Intervention practices targeted for use 
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with individuals with autism have been developed and proven efficacious by rigorous research, 
but all too often fail to materialize in the schools and classrooms in which thousands of students 
await their benefit. Multiple systematic reviews of the research literature have established 
catalogs of up to 28 individual EBPs recommended for use with children and youth with autism, 
such as visual supports, discrete trial training, and reinforcement (National Autism Center, 
2015b; Steinbrenner et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2015). Nevertheless, there are longstanding 
concerns that EBPs are not being routinely used in K-12 school settings (Parsons et al., 2013).  
In many ways, scholarly efforts do not account for the everyday realities of moving 
research into practice. Researchers have bemoaned poor EBP implementation in schools, 
drawing attention to low reported usage and a lack of adherence to procedures (Harn et al., 2013; 
Morrier et al., 2011). However, as Parsons and colleagues (2013) accentuate, “the implication is 
that practitioners need to ‘fit in’ with what is prescribed with little attention paid to their needs or 
perspectives and the contexts within which they work” (p. 270). Once scholars have amassed 
evidence of an intervention’s positive effects, teachers take on the primary control over 
implementation, with their individual knowledge and perspectives influencing their selection, 
adoption, and maintenance of effective practices. Barriers to implementation include inadequate 
dissemination of research in practitioner-friendly formats and limited transferability of rigorous 
research protocols to everyday classrooms (Cook et al., 2013; Harn et al., 2013). Moreover, 
variation among pre-service and in-service training and support of special education teachers 
results in differing levels of expertise to implement EBPs effectively (Scheeler et al., 2016).  
As teachers decide which strategies to use in their classrooms, they inherently judge 
practices’ “fit” with their own values and context. These perceptions comprise such elements as 
the importance of goals, the acceptability and feasibility of procedures, and satisfaction with 
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outcomes, collectively referred to as “social validity” (Wolf, 1978). Special educators’ 
perceptions of social validity can clarify why they choose to use (or not use) EBPs but are 
currently under-measured and infrequently acknowledged by research (Parsons et al., 2013). Of 
the body of efficacy studies of EBPs for students with autism, only about one-third include any 
measure of social validity, with most incorporating simplistic ratings of consumer satisfaction, or 
how much practitioners “liked” the intervention (Callahan et al., 2017). In response, researchers 
have developed multidimensional social validity measurement tools with demonstrated 
psychometric properties (Briesch et al., 2013). Qualitative interviews with practitioners have 
likewise shown the potential to clarify the nuances of attitudes and contextual factors affecting 
the use of EBPs (Leko, 2014).  
The increased educational focus on EBP has also coincided with a younger, less 
experienced teaching force. With approximately 16% of special educators in the first three years 
of their careers (Institute of Education Sciences, 2018), pre-service and novice teachers are 
uniquely positioned to improve the adoption and use of EBPs in schools. Special education 
teachers enter the field through multiple routes to licensure and with varying experiences in 
coursework and fieldwork. These teachers are expected to have a broad knowledge base in 
serving students with a variety of identified disabilities, ranging from high-incidence learning 
disabilities to specific populations of students with visual or hearing impairments, autism, or 
physical health needs (Barnhill et al., 2011; Scheeler et al., 2016). There is no standardized 
requirement for programs to offer training in autism or specific strategies for this population of 
students and research suggests most do not incorporate direct instruction on these EBPs (Barnhill 
et al., 2011; Hsiao & Sorensen Petersen, 2019). However, with the prevalence of autism steadily 
rising over the last 20 years and currently estimated at 1 in 54 children (Maenner et al., 2020), it 
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is increasingly necessary for all special educators to enter the field prepared to teach students 
with autism effectively. 
Educators themselves are the experts in the realities of teaching students in today’s 
schools. Likewise, educators are the professionals trusted with teaching students in the most 
appropriate way (Cook et al., 2008). Teachers of students with autism must decide which EBPs 
to use and how, based on a myriad of factors related to their own knowledge and skills, the needs 
of their students, and the constraints of their educational context (McGrew et al., 2016). Foster 
and Mash (1999) urge a research agenda “to evaluate rather than to assume” (p. 316) the 
alignment of EBPs with practitioners’ needs and circumstances. Understanding these subjective 
elements requires amplifying the personal values and experiences of teachers in ordinary 
classrooms. Disregarding this subjectivity, on the other hand, reduces teachers to mere recipients 
of research instead of vital stakeholders in the research-to-practice process. With recent national 
data revealing 11% of students receiving special education services in the United States are 
served under the eligibility area of autism (Hussar et al., 2020), increasing the implementation of 
autism-focused EBPs is of paramount importance. In addressing this need, research must 
capitalize on the expertise of practicing teachers to drive scholarly and practice-based efforts.  
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to explore the current state of novice special educators’ 
implementation of EBPs for students with autism and the impacts of teacher preparation, 
professional context, and personal perceptions. The study aimed to better understand how 
teachers just beginning their careers in two southeastern states learned about and used 12 specific 
EBPs. Additionally, this mixed methods design investigated novice teachers’ views of the social 
validity of EBPs and how those perceptions, along with teacher preparation experiences and 
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teaching contexts, influenced the frequency with which they used EBPs. The investigation 
included cross-sectional survey data from 137 novice special educators and qualitative data from 
follow-up interviews with a purposive subsample of ten of those teachers. The specific research 
questions guiding the study were: 
1. What are the current levels of self-reported knowledge, use, and perceived social validity 
of EBPs for students with autism among novice special educators? 
2. How do novice special educators with differing pre-service experiences and job 
characteristics vary in their self-reported knowledge, use, and perceptions of EBPs for 
students with autism?  
3. How do novice special educators describe the influence of training, context, and 
perceptions on their implementation of EBPs for students with autism? 
Findings and Implications 
Primary results of the study revealed most novice teachers were familiar with most of the 
surveyed EBPs, with at least half of surveyed teachers reporting a good or great deal of 
knowledge of 11 of the 12 practices. Teachers were most inclined to use visual schedules and 
positive behavior supports when teaching students with autism. There was a clear divide between 
these and other practices; while more than 75% of teachers used visual schedules, modeling, 
prompting, and reinforcement at least once per day, less than half used any other practice daily. 
Further, the same four EBPs were rated as the most acceptable and feasible to implement. 
Although most surveyed teachers had received some degree of exposure to EBPs for students 
with autism during their pre-service training, less than half credited their coursework or 
fieldwork as their primary mode of learning about any EBP. These teachers often sought out 
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their own training and resources or relied on information from more experienced colleagues once 
they entered their first classrooms. 
Additionally, findings illustrate the interconnectedness of novice teachers’ knowledge of 
EBPs, perceptions of social validity, and use of EBPs in their daily teaching. The combined 
quantitative and qualitative results reveal the complexities and idiosyncrasies of teachers’ 
selection and implementation of EBPs. Specifically, novice teachers in separate special 
education settings and those who accessed more autism and EBP-specific information during 
their educator preparation programs (EPPs) reported greater knowledge of EBPs. Surprisingly, 
social validity ratings were negatively related to autism specialization and completion of a 
research course during an EPP, although these ratings nevertheless indicated approval of EBPs 
on average. Increased knowledge, higher perceived social validity, and research course 
completion were predictive of teachers’ daily use of practices.  
In addition, thematic analysis of interview data illustrated teachers’ implementation of 
EBPs as knowledge-dependent, goal-directed, student-centered, individually-evaluated, and 
inconsistently-supported. These teachers detailed complex applications of professional wisdom 
in their implementation decisions. Their perceptions furthered the conceptualization of social 
validity to include relative advantage of an EBP, generalizability across students and settings, 
and compatibility with overarching theories and philosophies of teaching students with autism. 
The inconsistent support received in pre-service preparation and in-service professional 
development led these teachers to seek out information independently through both formal 
education and informal learning opportunities. As a result, their preparation and confidence in 
implementing EBPs aligned with students’ needs and goals varied. 
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The influences of what novice teachers know and perceive about EBPs on the frequency 
with which they use EBPs introduce several implications for practice and research. Because 
novice teachers build their skills and dispositions primarily through their initial pre-service 
training, EPPs should prioritize improving the quality of instruction related to teaching students 
with autism using EBPs for all future special educators. Then, in-service training should serve as 
targeted support for novice teachers’ application of their EBP knowledge to the specific students 
and circumstances of their first classrooms. In all training opportunities, building teachers’ buy-
in to EBPs may be just as important as establishing their knowledge base. Both preparatory and 
ongoing professional development programs must purposefully cultivate teachers’ professional 
wisdom to select and implement EBPs in the most appropriate and effective ways. Teacher 
educators also can capitalize on program evaluation research as a tool for program improvement 
and a way to assess preparatory impacts on teachers’ future practice. Lastly, continued EBP 
research will benefit greatly from the inclusion of practitioners’ perspectives and innovative 
methods to measure their beliefs and behaviors.  
Conclusion 
The present investigation brings novice teachers to the forefront of discussion regarding 
the research-to-practice gap in special education. The experiences and perspectives of 137 
everyday educators contribute to an understanding of implementation barriers and facilitators 
among individual professionals in authentic school settings. The high value placed upon four 
foundational practices is a promising start toward increasing the use of all EBPs by the newest 
special educators. Teachers clearly rely on subjective judgments that are shaped, at least in part, 
by their preparatory and in-service experiences. By fostering professional wisdom, a vital skill 
for assessing how well a practice will “fit” with the people, places, and priorities involved, we 
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can begin to fill the research-to-practice gap with expert educators. The results of the present 
study provide unique insight into what strategies novice teachers use, what they value, and how 
they have been trained and supported within the context of evidence-based practice. Elevating 
these teachers’ perspectives is and will continue to be a critical component in the advancement of 





The primary research attention to evidence-based practices (EBPs) for students with 
autism has centered on efficacy, with a breadth of work demonstrating efficacious outcomes in 
domains such as academic skills, socialization, behavior, and communication (Steinbrenner et 
al., 2020). Because efforts to establish EBPs are a relatively recent phenomenon, fewer studies 
have addressed issues of translation to practice and teacher preparation. The consideration of 
EBPs’ social validity in specific contexts can be used to support implementation at both the local 
level and in scaling up initiatives. Additionally, a deeper understanding of the impact of pre-
service training programs is necessary to inform standards and improvements in special educator 
preparation. 
The goal of this chapter is to synthesize the relevant literature base of the oft-cited 
research-to-practice gap in the implementation of EBPs for students with autism. Following a 
brief grounding in classic theory and implementation science, the history and role of EBPs in 
special education and, specifically, for students with autism, is discussed. Next, the current state 
of EBP implementation for students with autism in K-12 school settings, including the relevant 
factors influencing practitioners’ use, is reviewed. The sections that follow synthesize and 
critique recent inquiry into the social validity of EBPs and teachers’ pre-service training 
experiences. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of the purpose of this study as an 




According to the psychological Theory of Planned Behavior, individuals’ beliefs drive 
their behaviors (Ajzen, 1985). Yet, beliefs are not one-dimensional nor easily defined (Ajzen, 
1985). For instance, assuming teachers will implement those interventions they “like” the most 
oversimplifies their decision-making process, as varied factors may lead a teacher to view a 
practice positively. Ajzen and Fishbein (2005) proposed an individual’s intentions and resulting 
behaviors (e.g., EBP implementation) are driven by: (a) their own attitude; (b) perceived social 
pressures and norms; and (c) perceived control over intervening factors (see Figure 2.1). These 
three areas almost certainly interact, with attitudes, social considerations, and levels of control 
each shaping one another in turn (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). In the social, cultural, and historical 
context of schools, these multiple complex influences on teacher beliefs and resulting behaviors 
must be taken into account (Foster & Mash, 1999). For instance, the teacher who “likes” an 
intervention and therefore utilizes it in practice may have developed that evaluation based on 
effective training experiences, recommendations from colleagues, or the availability of 
resources. Studies of intervention providers have confirmed the influences of personal attitudes, 
organizational norms, and perceived behavioral control on providers’ intentions to use EBPs in 
practice (Ingersoll et al., 2018; Klaic et al., 2019). Through the lens of the Theory of Planned 
Behavior, it is impossible to draw conclusions about practitioners’ use or non-use of EBPs 




Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005) 
 
Implementation Science Determinant Frameworks 
The Theory of Planned Behavior is often utilized in implementation research to connect 
individuals’ values, intentions, and choices in the context of professional practice (Nilsen, 2015). 
As recent scholars have sought to translate and scale up EBPs for children with autism into 
ordinary schools and settings, more empirical focus has shifted toward implementation science 
(Cook & Odom, 2013). Implementation science is a multidisciplinary field, but Odom et al. 
(2013) succinctly define it in the context of special education as “a process of moving such 
practices [EBPs] from laboratory or applied research contexts under the control of scientists to 
the everyday use in real-world settings under the control of teachers and other service providers” 
(p. 235). Implementation scientists have developed a range of guiding frameworks for this 
process, each with its own purpose or goals for a specific phase of implementation (Nilsen, 
2015). In addition to more theoretical scholarship, Nilsen (2015) categorized approaches to 
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implementation science as: (a) process models describing the movement of research into 
practice; (b) determinant frameworks illustrating the factors which influence implementation and 
outcomes; and (c) evaluative frameworks. Existing inquiry into the factors influencing the 
implementation of EBPs, including social validity, best aligns with Nilsen’s (2015) determinant 
frameworks. Such frameworks attempt to explain the barriers and facilitators of implementation 
at multiple levels (Nilsen, 2015). In general, these factors relate to the intervention of interest, 
the characteristics of implementers and end users (i.e., students), elements of context, and 
features of the implementation process (Nilsen, 2015).  
The Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research (CFIR; Figure 2.2) combines 
constructs from multiple theories into a single model to guide future implementation research 
(Damschroder et al., 2009). The application of CFIR relies on practitioners’ subjective views, as 
evidenced by the language used to define constructs; for instance, “stakeholders’ perceptions of 
the quality and validity of evidence” (i.e., evidence strength and quality), “perceived difficulty of 
implementation” (i.e., complexity), and “individuals’ attitudes toward and value placed on the 
intervention” (i.e., knowledge and beliefs; Damschroder et al., 2009, p. 6-9 [emphasis added]). 
These constructs considerably overlap with the beliefs incorporated in the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (Ajzen, 1985). The present investigation explores the role of CFIR determinants, 
including characteristics of the intervention, individuals, and setting, on teachers’ 








Evidence-based practice (EBP) has emerged as a disciplinary buzzword in various fields, 
including healthcare, psychology, and education (Cook et al., 2008; McGrew et al., 2016). 
Although field-specific definitions vary, all share a common focus on strategies validated by 
rigorous scientific evidence (Reichow et al., 2008). However, the P in EBP can be interpreted as 
both a noun (i.e., a practice as an individual intervention) and a verb (i.e., practice as in 
performing professional or clinical duties) by different scholars and practitioners (McGrew et al., 
2016; Odom et al., 2013; Scheeler et al., 2016). In special education, Odom and colleagues 
(2013) have recommended the use of EBP as an acronym to reference specific intervention 
practices and evidence-based practice written in long form to reference the broader application 
of such practices. For the purpose of this chapter and the present study, EBPs will refer to 
specific, operationally defined interventions supported by rigorous evidence of efficacy. 
Since the turn of the century, much attention has been paid to EBPs in education, largely 
as a result of shifting policy mandates. In 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 
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introduced the requirement for scientifically-based research to be the foundation of school-based 
practices in general education. This terminology was later changed to evidence-based 
interventions in the 2015 reauthorization, renamed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The 
use of evidence-based academic and behavioral strategies was similarly mandated within special 
education specifically in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) reauthorization 
in 2004. Despite these seemingly straightforward policy requirements, much complexity remains 
in the identification of EBPs, their application to the population of students with autism, and 
their translation from research settings to practical implementation. 
Concept and Criteria 
Across numerous disciplines, the concept of EBPs as interventions with an established 
basis of efficacy for designated outcomes is well-accepted (McGrew et al., 2016; Reichow et al., 
2008; Wong et al., 2015). Yet, disparities emerge within the specific criteria employed to 
operationalize that concept. Although EBPs in healthcare are typically identified using highly 
controlled, randomized, clinical trials as evidence, such studies are less common and feasible in 
educational research (Reichow et al., 2008). Instead, educational researchers often rely on quasi-
experimental designs lacking randomization and, more frequently in special education, single-
case design studies in which the individual participant serves as their own control (Horner et al., 
2005). Multiple special education research groups and organizations have developed criteria for 
the identification of EBPs (Council for Exceptional Children, 2014; Gersten et al., 2005; Horner 
et al., 2005; Reichow et al., 2008). These criteria exhibit some variance, but all incorporate 
minimum thresholds for the number of research studies supporting a practice, the types of 




Identified EBPs for Children and Youth with Autism 
The last decade has witnessed a rising prevalence of autism in the student population, a 
proliferation of intervention research, and an educational policy emphasis on EBP (Hussar et al., 
2020; Steinbrenner et al., 2020). In response, numerous research teams have conducted 
comprehensive literature reviews intended to classify practices as EBPs for use with children and 
youth with autism (e.g., National Autism Center, 2015b; Reichow et al., 2008; Sandbank et al., 
2019; Steinbrenner et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2015). Again, there is no single established method 
for combining the evidence for such classification, although seminal works by the research 
groups of Gersten (2005), Horner (2005), and Reichow (2008) are frequently referenced in 
determining evidence quality and quantity criteria. 
Two contemporary efforts to catalog EBPs for use with children and youth with autism 
were led by the National Autism Center (NAC) and the National Professional Development 
Center on Autism Spectrum Disorder (NPDC). Between 1998 and 2005, several reviews of 
strategies targeted to young children with autism failed to identify any practices as evidence-
based (Reichow et al., 2008). The NAC review, begun in 2005, and the NPDC review, begun in 
2007, conducted expansive analyses of intervention studies involving children and adolescents 
up to age 22 with autism. Both reviews were updated in 2015 to include more recent research 
contributions, with 361 studies and 456 studies included in the NAC’s and NPDC’s evidence 
bases, respectively (NAC, 2015b; Wong et al., 2015). These reviews centered on focused 
intervention practices, or specific strategies targeting individual outcomes on a relatively time-
limited basis, as opposed to more complex comprehensive treatment models such as TEACCH or 
the Early Start Denver Model (Wong et al., 2015). Most recently, the NPDC team released a new 
review incorporating an additional 545 articles published between 2012 and 2017 (Steinbrenner 
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et al., 2020). This update bolstered the evidence base for the previously identified EBPs, 
recategorized or merged some practices for conceptual clarity, and identified five new practices 
meeting criteria as evidence-based (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). 
The NAC and NPDC teams applied different inclusionary conditions, quality indicators, 
and evidence thresholds in their determination of EBPs. The NAC (2015b) identified 14 
established EBPs and 18 additional practices with emerging evidence of efficacy. The most 
recent iteration of the NPDC review endorsed 28 EBPs for use with children and youth with 
autism (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Together, these lists represent the most referenced EBPs in the 
autism intervention literature (Callahan et al., 2017). The largest evidence base supports the 
foundational practices of applied behavior analysis (ABA), including modeling, prompting, and 
reinforcement, with other EBPs representing assessment techniques, combined behavioral 
packages, naturalistic strategies, and interventions defined by the implementer (e.g., parents or 
peers; NAC, 2015b; Steinbrenner et al., 2020). The NAC and NPDC lists include many of the 
same identified EBPs with some terminology differences. For example, the NAC’s category of 
behavioral interventions encompasses several practices identified separately by the NPDC. Four 
NPDC practices were identified with emerging levels of evidence based on the NAC’s 
inclusionary criteria.  
Although the NAC- and NPDC-identified EBPs are frequently referenced in the literature 
and have been widely disseminated via training manuals and online modules (NAC, 2015a; Sam 
et al., 2019), debate continues as to the procedures used for EBP classification. For instance, 
when Sandbank et al. (2019) restricted their recent meta-analysis of autism early intervention 
literature to randomized controlled trials with no risk of detection bias, they were unable to 
identify a single intervention as evidence-based. This finding supports the assertion that more 
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rigorous educational research is needed, but teachers need concrete EBP recommendations now 
to comply with mandates and meet student needs. Quasi-experimental and single-case designs 
are commonly accepted in special education research (Horner et al., 2005; McGrew et al., 2016; 
Reichow et al., 2008) and both the NAC and NPDC reviewers employed well-supported and 
rigorous quality indicators across designs (NAC, 2015b; Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Therefore, 
references to EBPs for students with autism throughout the remainder of this chapter can be 
assumed to address the practices identified by those reviews. While efficacy research continues, 
much attention has now reasonably shifted toward issues impacting the implementation of these 
EBPs in schools and other settings.  
The Significance of Professional Wisdom 
As noted previously, evidence-based practice has been used to describe both individual 
interventions and the broader process of application in practice (Odom et al., 2013). Teachers 
and other school staff are the key intervention agents of EBPs for students with autism in school 
settings. They do not simply decide whether or not to use EBPs; they determine which EBPs to 
use, with which students, in which settings, in which ways (Cook et al., 2008). The complexity 
of this day-to-day and even minute-to-minute decision-making process relies on teachers’ ability 
to apply professional wisdom. Teachers must select, implement, and adapt EBPs based on their 
knowledge of their students, the logistics and resources of their classroom, and their own 
experiences (Cook et al., 2008; McGrew et al., 2016). Notably, the research supporting EBPs for 
students with autism lacks sample diversity, especially related to race and ethnicity (West et al., 
2016). As a result, EBPs as defined by the literature may fail to demonstrate cultural 
responsiveness or to account for systemic inequities. The research base for an EBP also may be 
limited to a clinical context or require physical or human resources beyond a school’s capacity 
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(Parsons et al., 2013). As professionals, teachers take on the responsibility of adapting and 
contextualizing EBPs for their individual students and settings.  
The authors of both the NAC and NPDC reviews have drawn specific attention to 
utilizing their catalogs of EBPs “along with other sources of critical information” (NAC, 2015b, 
p. 78). They caution against an interpretation of their results as a one-size-fits-all prescription for 
practice (Wong et al., 2015). Likewise, the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), a national 
professional organization in special education, endorses a combination of empirical evidence and 
professional wisdom in their standards for beginning teachers. Specifically, teachers should 
“consider an individual’s abilities, interests, learning environments, and cultural and linguistic 
factors” within their “selection, adaptation, and use of a repertoire of evidence-based 
instructional strategies” (CEC, 2015, p. 5). Of course, the considerations inherent within 
professional wisdom are not easily quantified or isolated and are thus under-studied in the body 
of special education research (Cook et al., 2008; McGrew et al., 2016). Because professional 
wisdom is individualized and idiosyncratic, investigations of teachers’ personal perspectives can 
illuminate why they choose to use (or not use) EBPs in real-world classrooms. 
Current Use of Evidence-Based Practices 
Despite educational mandates for the use of EBPs, research suggests they are not yet 
consistently implemented by teachers serving students with autism (Dingfelder & Mandell, 2011; 
Knight et al., 2019). With some estimating a lag time of up to 17 years between the completion 
of research and the widespread implementation of practices (Cook et al., 2013), perhaps it should 
not be surprising that this relatively new subcategory of special education research remains 
stuck, to a degree, in translation. Ascertaining the status quo of EBP implementation in the 
thousands of schools nationwide is a challenge. However, several recent investigations have 
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provided estimates of teachers’ and other school-based practitioners’ use of EBPs for students 
with autism by surveying and interviewing them directly.  
Frequency of Teachers’ Use 
A 2011 survey by Morrier and colleagues revealed an alarming finding that less than 5% 
of their sample of 90 teachers reported using best practices for students with autism. It must be 
noted this study occurred before the NAC’s and NPDC’s analyses and ensuing publications and 
therefore only labeled three interventions as best practices (i.e., discrete trial training, Learning 
Experiences: An Alternative Program for Preschoolers and Parents [LEAP], and pivotal response 
training; Morrier et al., 2011). The authors did not report teachers’ frequency of use of other 
practices, such as social narratives, visual schedules, or Picture Exchange Communication 
System (PECS), which would later be designated as EBPs. Because of the rapidly growing 
evidence base and improvement in methods for identifying EBPs for students with autism, 
estimates of school-based implementation can become outdated quickly. Several more recent 
survey-based investigations have utilized the NAC and NPDC catalogs of EBPs to investigate 
teachers’ use in their classrooms. Generally, results indicate a great deal of variability in 
implementation frequency across individual EBPs and practitioners (Knight et al., 2019; 
McNeill, 2019; Sulek et al., 2019). The findings of specific studies also can be challenging to 
compare due to differences in measurement scales and wording of survey items. Nevertheless, 
this growing body of work is vital for understanding the present state of EBP implementation in 
the education of students with autism. 
In contrast to Morrier et al.’s (2011) concerning estimate, more recent surveys have 
indicated higher EBP implementation rates. An online survey of 535 special education teachers 
found each of 18 measured EBPs to be used at least occasionally by between 39% (video 
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modeling) and 98% (modeling) of surveyed educators, with 14 practices used by at least half of 
respondents (Knight et al., 2019). This range was similar to that of 155 Australian teachers of 
young children, with a low of 37% of teachers using video modeling and a high of 96% using 
visual supports (Sulek et al., 2019). Seventeen of 18 EBPs were used by more than half of Sulek 
et al.’s (2019) surveyed teachers.  
Although these higher rates of use are promising, EBPs must be used regularly and 
consistently to positively impact student outcomes (Harn et al., 2013). EBPs are not designed to 
be implemented sporadically. Many EBPs for students with autism, including behavioral 
interventions, visual supports, and schedules, are intended to comprise foundational components 
of behavior management or classroom structure (NAC, 2015b). Others, like discrete trial training 
and PECS, consist of manualized procedures requiring a significant dedication of time to achieve 
desired goals (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Unfortunately, the struggle for routine use in school 
classrooms seems to persist. Even though most of the teachers in Sulek et al.’s (2019) sample 
used most EBPs to some extent, only one of the eighteen (visual supports) received a mean 
rating of “at least daily” use. Likewise, only modeling averaged “at least weekly” use by special 
educators in Knight et al.’s (2019) survey. Unfortunately, this suggests a majority of EBPs are 
not utilized with the frequency and intensity they require. 
Patterns in Teachers’ Use 
Recent research has also revealed several patterns in school practitioners’ implementation 
of specific EBPs for students with autism. Visual supports and foundational behavioral practices 
grounded in the principles of applied behavior analysis (ABA) consistently appear as the most 
commonly used EBPs by special educators, general educators, allied health professionals, and 
school psychologists alike (Knight et al., 2019; Paynter & Keen, 2015; Robinson et al., 2018; 
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Sulek et al., 2019). Respondents in multiple studies also ranked antecedent-based interventions, 
including the use of physical structure, at or near the top of their most-used lists (Knight et al., 
2019; Paynter et al., 2018; Robinson et al., 2018). This considerable agreement across 
investigations supports the inference of visual supports, foundational behavioral practices, and 
antecedent-based interventions as the EBPs most readily implemented in school settings. 
It is similarly valuable to understand which EBPs teachers indicate using less often or not 
at all, as this may signify practice-specific barriers to implementation. For instance, lack of 
access to technological resources may limit teachers’ ability to utilize video modeling or 
technology-aided interventions, both of which have been reported as infrequently used by 
various school practitioners (Knight et al., 2019; Paynter et al., 2018; Robinson et al., 2018; 
Sulek et al., 2019). Time delay, a practice rooted in the principles of applied behavior analysis, 
has been identified as a rarely implemented EBP by psychologists and allied health professionals 
(Paynter et al., 2018; Robinson et al., 2018). EBPs involving people other than the teacher and 
the student, such as peers and parents, also are used less frequently (Knight et al., 2019; Sulek et 
al., 2019). As these patterns of most and least used EBPs begin to coalesce in the research 
literature, it is necessary to consider what underlying factors may be at work.  
Factors Influencing Implementation 
As demonstrated by research findings, evidence of efficacy alone is no guarantee 
practitioners will choose to utilize a given EBP with their students with autism (Cook et al., 
2013). By examining teachers’ personal accounts of their use of EBPs, scholars can better 
understand the elements driving their implementation decisions. Researchers have implicated 
numerous challenges to EBP implementation in school settings which can be categorized broadly 
into issues related to research dissemination, fidelity of implementation, organizational factors, 
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and individual knowledge and beliefs (Cook & Odom, 2013; Harn et al., 2013; Parsons et al., 
2013).  
Dissemination. The translation of EBPs from research studies and publications into 
authentic settings is frequently named as an obstacle to EBP use in schools and other settings 
(Briesch et al., 2013; Cook et al., 2013; Odom et al., 2013). Instilling the knowledge and skills 
necessary for EBP implementation in teachers requires successful communication and 
distribution of information. For example, the lack of consensus around the definition and criteria 
for EBPs can cause confusion not only for scholars but also for practitioners (McGrew et al., 
2016; Sandbank et al., 2020). Teachers may have seen a practice labeled as an EBP by one 
review, only to find it missing from another.  
This imprecision also occurs in tandem with primarily passive dissemination techniques, 
such as the publication of reviews in peer-reviewed journals and the development of databases 
and guidelines (Cook et al., 2013; Trembath et al., 2019). Although such attempts at synthesis 
and recommendation have value, these dissemination outlets are not frequently nor easily 
accessed by teachers. Teachers are often blocked from physical access by publication paywalls 
or a lack of awareness of where to find research literature (Scheeler et al., 2016). Equally 
concerning is the language divide between research and practice. As Cook and colleagues (2013) 
express, “researchers frequently use terms, abbreviations, and levels of abstraction with which 
they are very familiar, not realizing that many of the practitioners whom they are trying to reach 
will struggle with the content presented” (p. 168). Indeed, some evidence suggests practitioners 
may be more likely to implement a practice learned about through popular media, such as a blog, 
than through research publications (Hugh et al., 2020). Regardless of whether the inaccessibility 
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of research is physical or conceptual, it presents a significant impediment to the widespread use 
of EBPs.  
Fidelity Requirements. When teachers use EBPs in their practice, they are expected to 
implement them as developed, intended, and justified by the research base. In other words, they 
should use EBPs with fidelity (Cook et al., 2008). Borrowing from medical terminology, fidelity 
typically incorporates concepts of adherence to procedures, dosage in terms of frequency and 
duration, and receipt of a designated program of intervention (Harn et al., 2013). Additionally, as 
Harn et al. (2013) emphasize, educational interventions often incorporate a supplemental 
measurement of implementation quality as an indicator of fidelity.  
Rigorous research protocols aim to demonstrate EBPs’ efficacy within “control, confines, 
and constraints” (Harn et al., 2013, p. 2), holding all things constant to the greatest degree 
possible. Steinbrenner and colleagues’ (2020) review revealed 80% of research studies of EBPs 
occurred in one-on-one settings and only 20% utilized educators themselves as the intervention 
provider. Basic logic indicates if practitioners expect the same student outcomes as those 
achieved in research studies, they must implement the practice with the same techniques and 
quality as the researchers. Yet maintaining fidelity to research protocols is often challenging in 
ordinary classrooms replete with resource limitations and other factors researchers would deem 
confounding variables. These everyday realities, like overcrowded classrooms, fire drills, 
staffing shortages, and student absences, are simply out of teachers’ control. 
Organizational Factors. Teachers’ implementation of EBPs does not exist in a vacuum; 
their practice occurs within classrooms located in schools managed by districts subject to local, 
state, and federal requirements (Briesch et al., 2013). The immediate contexts of schools and 
districts have the most direct influence on EBP implementation through administrative priorities 
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and access to training. In developing a school’s organizational culture, administrators and 
colleagues foster different shared norms, habits, and priorities, including the value placed upon 
research evidence (Odom et al., 2013; Scheeler et al., 2016). Several studies have indicated 
practitioners who perceive their schools’ cultures to be supportive of EBPs are more likely to use 
them within their daily practice (Hudson et al., 2016; Paynter & Keen, 2015; Trembath et al., 
2019). Additionally, following teachers’ completion of initial preparation programs, the primary 
responsibility for their ongoing professional development falls to the schools and districts for 
which they work. Training in an EBP significantly increases the likelihood of a practitioner 
implementing that practice with their students (Knight et al., 2019; Sulek et al., 2019; Trembath 
et al., 2019). The access to high-quality professional development provided by a school or 
district has the potential to either facilitate or impede the uptake and maintenance of EBPs by its 
practitioners.  
Practitioners’ Knowledge and Beliefs. Characteristics of individual teachers 
undoubtedly influence their decisions to implement EBPs, but also interact in a complex manner 
with characteristics of organizations, systems, and resources (Hudson et al., 2016). Broadly, 
these influential factors relate to teachers’ knowledge level of EBPs and their subjective attitudes 
and beliefs about EBPs. Because “the practitioner is the intervention” (Briesch et al., 2013, p. 81) 
when implementing EBPs with students with autism, these individual qualities must be 
understood and valued if we seek to increase regular EBP use in practice. 
It seems intuitive that teachers would be more likely to use EBPs with which they are 
more familiar, and this assumption has held within several investigations of practitioners’ self-
reported implementation of EBPs with students with autism (Paynter et al., 2018; Paynter & 
Keen, 2015; Sulek et al., 2019). However, the impact of the mechanism by which teachers gain 
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this knowledge is less clear. Researchers have failed to find a relationship between teachers’ 
completion of a graduate degree and increased EBP implementation (Knight et al., 2019; Morrier 
et al., 2011). Although Sulek et al. (2019) found general educators of young children with autism 
with more years of teaching experience were more likely to use EBPs, other research has 
revealed no consistent connection between implementation and experience levels of special 
education teachers (Knight et al., 2019; McNeill, 2019). As previously mentioned, teachers’ 
participation in EBP-specific training is predictive of their usage, suggesting these targeted 
professional development experiences drive implementation more than simple markers of 
educational attainment or years of teaching experience.  
Individual teachers each develop personal philosophies of education, beliefs about 
teaching, and attitudes toward research, all of which impact their professional choices (Briesch et 
al., 2013; Reding et al., 2014). These opinions may relate to the concept of research and EBP in a 
general sense or the more specific elements of individual EBPs. The measurement, analysis, and 
implications of such idiosyncratic factors are of increasing interest to researchers in special 
education and related fields. Social validity is one construct frequently utilized to explain the role 
of practitioners’ perceptions of individual EBPs. 
Social Validity of Evidence-Based Practices 
Although the application of EBPs has always relied on human interventionists in 
classrooms and other settings, the subjective elements of their practice have historically been 
poorly understood and accounted for in research (Stahmer & Aarons, 2009). Ajzen’s (1985) 
Theory of Planned Behavior suggests teachers will use an EBP if they value the outcomes they 
believe will result from it. Importantly, this process is much more personalized than the 
traditional assumption that teachers will use strategies merely because they are required by 
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policy or supported by research (Cook et al., 2008). As scholars interested in research translation 
and implementation have begun to address issues related to EBPs in special education practice, 
they also have made progress in explaining the contributions of practitioners’ beliefs (Cook & 
Odom, 2013). 
The term “social validity” was coined by Montrose Wolf, editor of the Journal of Applied 
Behavior Analysis, in 1978 as a measurement of the social importance and appropriateness of 
individual interventions. Wolf’s call for making such value judgments may seem counter to the 
values of applied behavior analysis, a field priding itself on being “distinctly purer and more 
objective than most of [its] sister social sciences” (Wolf, 1978, p. 204). Yet, this increased 
recognition of the role of society and consumers occurred at the same time Urie Bronfenbrenner 
was highlighting developmental research conducted in real-life settings and circumstances 
(Fabes et al., 2000). Likewise, the civil rights movement was driving more research toward 
applied and practical issues (Fabes et al., 2000). Social validity is similar to other concepts 
including clinical significance, educational relevance, treatment acceptability, and cultural 
validity (Foster & Mash, 1999). However, the term social validity has been most clearly defined 
within the literature and is utilized in seminal EBP quality standards in special education (CEC, 
2014; Horner et al., 2005; Reichow et al., 2008). 
Wolf’s (1978) original definition incorporated three unique facets of an intervention’s 
social validity: 1) the social importance of its goals, 2) the social appropriateness of its 
procedures, and 3) the social significance of its outcomes. Each of these elements may be 
considered and measured at multiple levels related to people, practices, and environment 
(Briesch et al., 2013). For example, goals may refer to overarching global goals or more 
immediate, specific objectives (Foster & Mash, 1999). Evaluations of procedures may 
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incorporate ethical concerns, cost-effectiveness, or feasibility within a given context (Wolf, 
1978). The perceived significance of outcomes could be judged by clients themselves, 
interventionists, or society-at-large (Foster & Mash, 1999). Because of this complexity, EBPs 
cannot be branded as “socially valid” using only one dimension. Researchers must carefully 
conduct sensitive measurements and clearly describe the elements of social validity under 
consideration in a given study (Foster & Mash, 1999). Only with such a clear understanding of 
an EBP’s perceived significance and appropriateness can meaningful connections with 
implementation be explored. 
Measurement 
Unlike conceptualizations of attitudes toward research in general, social validity 
measures are typically intervention-specific (Wolf, 1978). Although some scholars have utilized 
objective social validity measurement techniques, including the use of masked raters and 
comparisons of outcomes to normative levels, most accept social validity as a necessarily 
subjective construct (Foster & Mash, 1999; Ledford et al., 2016). Most social validity 
measurement takes the form of rating scales and closed-ended questionnaires as a seemingly 
“objective way of measuring subjective data” (Leko, 2014, p. 276). Often, participants rate the 
significance or appropriateness of an intervention in response to a hypothetical vignette or, in the 
case of social validity measured following actual implementation, rate their satisfaction with the 
procedures or outcomes as experienced (Foster & Mash, 1999).  
Social validity is frequently assessed using researcher-generated surveys, often with 
items worded specifically for the intervention in question (Briesch et al., 2013). Further, many 
existing measurements incorporate a single component of Wolf’s (1978) definition of social 
validity, resulting in measures of either goal acceptability or procedural feasibility or outcome 
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significance, but not all three (Ledford et al., 2016). Variance in measurement specificity limits 
researchers’ and practitioners’ ability to compare the social validity of multiple interventions. 
This restricts the utility of such measurement in instructional decision-making. Additionally, 
intervention researchers often declare a practice to be socially valid based only on a high degree 
of consumer satisfaction of practitioners involved in an effectiveness trial (Callahan et al., 2017). 
Although such ratings may provide some relevant feedback, they tend to oversimplify the 
multidimensionality of social validity. To contend with these concerns, Leko (2014) has argued 
for greater application of qualitative methods, including open-ended interviews, focus groups, 
and reflective journaling, to understand the nuances of teachers’ beliefs and potential interactions 
among social validity factors that may not be captured by numerical scales. Nevertheless, most 
measurement continues to employ rating scales, either as an additional consideration of 
effectiveness trials or as a primary variable of interest to verify the importance and 
appropriateness of EBPs. 
Research Trends 
In determining appropriate evidence to label an EBP as such, scholars typically seek 
demonstration of internal validity (i.e., the robustness of the causal claims based on individual 
study structure) and external validity (i.e., the generalizability based on the full body of research; 
Institute of Education Sciences, 2020). However, some have recommended the inclusion of 
additional criteria, including social validity, within quality indicators. Horner and colleagues 
(2005) endorsed consideration of social validity in single-case designs in special education. 
Reichow et al. (2008) echoed the recommendation for all autism intervention studies, both 
single-case and group designs. Both sets of recommended quality indicators include evidence of: 
(a) socially important dependent variables; (b) practical or cost-effective procedures; and (c) 
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socially significant levels of change on the dependent variable (Horner et al., 2005; Reichow et 
al., 2008). Reichow and colleagues (2008) also separately included consumers’ satisfaction with 
results as an element of social validity.  
Notably, neither the NPDC nor the NAC included evidence of social validity as a 
requirement of high-quality intervention research in their respective reviews of EBPs for children 
and youth with autism (NAC, 2015b; Steinbrenner et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2015). Post hoc 
analysis of the 828 articles included in one or both 2015 reviews revealed less than one-third of 
the publications reported measurement of social validity in any way (Callahan et al., 2017). The 
value placed upon measuring social validity seemed to vary by practice type. Authors of 
behavioral intervention studies (e.g., reinforcement, discrete trial teaching, extinction) rarely 
reported on social validity, while more than 50% of studies of schedules, visual supports, and 
social narratives included some degree of social validity evidence within publications (Callahan 
et al., 2017). A similar review of 109 published studies of social skills interventions for young 
children with autism indicated only 44% measured social validity, primarily using post-
intervention ratings (Ledford et al., 2016). Both reviews indicated most evidence of social 
validity addressed only consumer satisfaction, with minimal data collected on elements like 
feasibility or cost-effectiveness (Callahan et al., 2017; Ledford et al., 2016). Despite 
recommendations for attention to be paid to social importance and appropriateness within the 
process of intervention testing, the literature base suggests this does not often materialize in the 
autism research field.  
In addition to being infrequently collected, evaluations of social validity measured within 
intervention studies may not reflect the experiences and beliefs of typical practitioners. Teachers 
who participate in research studies receive training and implementation support in excess of what 
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schools can ordinarily provide (Parsons et al., 2013). Therefore, seeking the perspectives of 
everyday practitioners working within typical contexts is a necessary research priority. 
Unfortunately, such dedicated research related to the social validity of EBPs for students with 
autism when implemented in schools is limited in scope. Two recent investigations, however, 
revealed significant agreement in the relative social validity of identified EBPs for children with 
autism. Both general and special educators were more likely to use EBPs they viewed as 
appropriate and practical, including visual supports, modeling, reinforcement, and prompting 
(McNeill, 2019; Sulek et al., 2019). Based on mean ratings, most established EBPs were 
perceived to be at least somewhat socially valid for standard practice (McNeill, 2019; Sulek et 
al., 2019).  
Importantly, social validity ratings varied considerably across participants and practices, 
further illustrating the complexity of teachers’ implementation. Because special educators make 
decisions primarily based on individual student need and their own professional judgment 
(Knight et al., 2019), an EBP’s social validity relies on personal perception and circumstances. A 
single EBP may address highly important goals for one student but not for a peer. It may be 
procedurally feasible in one classroom setting but not another. Further, teachers’ knowledge and 
experience with an EBP shape their ability to implement it in practice (McGrew et al., 2016). 
Even EBPs of the highest quality and with the greatest relevance and feasibility for school 
settings have no chance of being implemented if practitioners are unaware of their existence. As 
a result, it is important to consider the role of educator preparation programs in instilling EBP 
knowledge and skills in future special educators. 
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Teacher Preparation in Evidence-Based Practices 
Educator preparation programs (EPPs) are uniquely positioned as intermediaries between 
research and practice. Traditional research dissemination techniques, such as publication in peer-
reviewed journals and development of practitioner briefs, place researchers into a passive role 
(Cook & Odom, 2013). These outlets make information available but are not the places teachers 
are most likely to look for ideas for their classrooms (Landrum et al., 2002). However, the 
coursework, field experiences, and mentorship provided by EPPs are vital for instructing future 
practitioners in best practices, including EBPs. These programs not only equip teachers with a 
range of strategies but also support the development of attitudes and beliefs they will carry into 
their future practice.  
Although teacher licensure requirements are determined at the individual state level and 
therefore vary considerably, all special educators must participate in some form of preparatory 
training, most often through college or university coursework (Barnhill et al., 2011). IDEA 
(2004) law requires special education teachers to hold at least a bachelor’s degree and to meet 
state requirements for certification through traditional (i.e., degree programs) or alternative 
routes. Individual programs differ in their number and type of courses, specialization options, 
amount of fieldwork, and degree levels awarded (Scheeler et al., 2016). The Council for 
Exceptional Children’s (CEC) standards for initial special educator preparation include an 
expectation of preparedness to “select, adapt, and use a repertoire of evidence-based instructional 
strategies” (CEC, 2015, p. 5), but these standards are not universally adopted by preparation 
programs. 
Notably, most special education programs in colleges and universities prepare teachers as 
generalists, trained in strategies for teaching students with a wide range of disability diagnoses 
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across the school-age grade span (Scheeler et al., 2016). This lack of specialization mirrors the 
trend of special education licensure toward cross-categorical, K-12 certification (Barnhill et al., 
2011). As a result, the degree to which EPPs provide effective instruction and practice in EBPs 
specifically designated for use with students with autism varies. Program developers may 
perceive such preparation as too specialized for a comprehensive, often overcrowded program of 
coursework tasked with covering all the bases of special education (Scheeler et al., 2016). This 
irregularity in preparation begs the question: Are novice teachers entering the classroom with the 
necessary knowledge and skills to support students with autism using EBPs?  
Barnhill et al. (2011) addressed this question by surveying colleges and universities 
offering degree programs in special education. Of the 87 responding programs, 59% reported 
offering at least one autism-specific course, primarily within the context of a concentration or 
certificate program in autism (Barnhill et al., 2011). An additional 14 schools reported 
embedding autism-related information within other courses. However, this left 25% of special 
education programs not addressing autism in any coursework at all (Barnhill et al., 2011). In fact, 
in a separate study, less than 15% of practicing special educators indicated receiving training on 
best practices for students with autism primarily through college or university courses (Morrier 
et al., 2011). Hsiao and Sorensen Petersen’s (2019) survey reinforced these findings; one-fifth of 
special education teachers in their sample reported specific EBPs for students with autism were 
never mentioned in their teacher education programs. Only about 30% received direct instruction 
on these practices (Hsiao & Sorensen Petersen, 2019). This lack of preparation is concerning 
considering autism represents the fourth most common eligibility category of students with 
disabilities in American schools (Hussar et al., 2020).  
 
33 
Just as it is valuable to understand which EBPs teachers are using in schools, it is 
important to gauge which EBPs are best represented in the content of teacher education 
programs. Analyses of specific practices have indicated that EBPs grounded in the principles of 
behaviorism were most likely to be included in preparatory coursework, with functional behavior 
assessments and positive behavior supports (e.g., reinforcement, prompting) taught in-depth by a 
majority of programs (Barnhill et al., 2011; Hsiao & Sorensen Petersen, 2019). Courses were less 
likely to include direct instruction on more complex and specific EBPs such as pivotal response 
training and Picture Exchange Communication System (Barnhill et al., 2011; Hsiao & Sorensen 
Petersen, 2019). Graduates of one special education EPP agreed in their evaluations, noting they 
felt highly prepared for addressing behavior management but lacked more specific skills for 
teaching students with autism (Conderman et al., 2013). This increased coverage of behavioral 
strategies may also be indicative of overarching philosophies advanced by educator preparation 
programs. In a survey of special education EPPs, 42% identified applied behavior analysis as the 
major theoretical framework underpinning their program (Barnhill et al., 2014).  
To be clear, the available empirical investigations of EBP inclusion in preparatory 
programs nearly exclusively measured the experiences of teachers who completed their pre-
service training before the publication of the NAC’s and NPDC’s initial lists of established EBPs 
for students with autism in 2009 and 2010, respectively. The slow pace of research translation 
and the evidence suggesting teachers receive little explicit preparation in EBP in areas apart from 




Preparation, Perception, and Professional Wisdom 
Social validity and teacher preparation experiences both contribute to teachers’ intentions 
and behaviors in the classroom. Using the CFIR framework, these elements best align with the 
domains of characteristics of individuals, intervention characteristics, and inner setting 
(Damschroder et al., 2009). Educator preparation programs have the most direct influence on 
novice special educators’ individual knowledge of EBPs as they enter their first classrooms 
(Scheeler et al., 2016). Social validity perceptions comprise numerous judgments of EBPs, 
including cost, complexity, and relative advantage. These perceptions also exist within the 
context of school structures and classroom environments. Clarifying the roles of preparation and 
perception from the perspectives of practicing teachers can reveal implementation facilitators or 
barriers not encountered during efficacy research (Foster & Mash, 1999; Leko, 2014). Further 
conceptualizing how educators combine objective knowledge and subjective beliefs to develop 
and apply professional wisdom likewise clarifies decision-making processes in day-to-day 
implementation (Cook et al., 2008). A better understanding of these implementation drivers has 
the potential to increase the provision of EBPs to students with autism, inform future scaling up 







The purpose of this study was to understand the current state of novice teachers’ 
implementation of evidence-based practices (EBPs) for students with autism and relevant 
influential factors. The study employed a sequential explanatory mixed methodological design. 
Quantitative data were collected using a self-administered cross-sectional online survey of 
novice special educators in their first four years of teaching experience in North and South 
Carolina. Follow-up qualitative data were obtained through one-on-one semi-structured 
interviews with a purposive subsample to elaborate upon the survey results. This design was 
selected to describe broad trends in social validation and use and to further reveal elements of 
subjective experience explaining those trends.  
As evidenced by a review of efficacy studies, the predominant form of social validity 
measurement relies on brief ratings of satisfaction (Callahan et al., 2017). In contrast, this 
complex mixed methodological analysis provides richer, more contextualized understandings. 
Survey methods are appropriate for gathering the self-reported perspectives of relatively large 
samples of respondents (Dillman et al., 2014). The study’s sequential design allowed for 
qualitative data to further explain the statistical trends and relationships in the context of the 
individualized lived experiences of teachers (Klingner & Boardman, 2011). The quantitative and 
qualitative data were integrated at two time points during the study. First, quantitative data from 
preliminary survey results were used to select a purposive subsample for qualitative interviews 
and to inform the development of interview questions. Second, following the collection and 
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analysis of all data, the quantitative and qualitative findings were synthesized to inform overall 
findings and implications. The mixed method design, comprising closed- and open-ended 
responses, revealed confirmatory and complementary results across all collected data (Arnon & 
Reichel, 2009). 
The specific research questions were: 
1. What are the current levels of self-reported knowledge, use, and perceived social validity 
of EBPs for students with autism among novice special educators? 
2. How do novice special educators with differing pre-service experiences and job 
characteristics vary in their self-reported knowledge, use, and perceptions of EBPs for 
students with autism?  
3. How do novice special educators describe the influence of training, context, and 
perceptions on their implementation of EBPs for students with autism? 
Study Context 
The sample was comprised of special education teachers in North and South Carolina. 
These two bordering states are similar demographically and economically, with North Carolina’s 
population about double that of South Carolina (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). Thirteen percent of 
North Carolina’s special educators and 15% of South Carolina’s are considered novice teachers 
with less than four years of teaching experience (Institute of Education Sciences, 2018). Both 
states require districts to provide induction support programs and mentor teacher assignments for 
the first three years of a new teacher’s career. About half of North Carolina’s teachers completed 
preparation programs through in-state public or private institutions (Bastian, 2019). Similarly, 
57% of new hires in South Carolina public schools in 2019 were graduates of in-state teacher 
preparation programs (Garrett, 2019). Many teachers who entered the profession through 
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alternative routes likely also completed coursework within their respective states. Because of the 
states’ geographic proximity, a portion of graduates also presumably cross the border to teach in 
one state after completing their preparation program in the other. 
Of students receiving special education services, a greater percentage are eligible under 
the category of autism in North Carolina (10.6%; NC Department of Public Instruction [DPI], 
2019) than South Carolina (8.6%; SC Department of Education [DOE], 2018). This could reflect 
a difference in the prevalence of autism but also may be attributable to differing access to clinical 
diagnosis or different eligibility criteria. North Carolina houses multiple influential centers of 
autism research and professional development, including TEACCH and the Frank Porter Graham 
Child Development Institute, which may serve to increase access and awareness in the state.  
Nationwide, K-12 students with autism are more likely to be taught in separate or more 
restrictive settings than their peers with other disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). 
Less than 40% of students with autism spend more than 80% of their school day in the regular 
setting with nondisabled peers, compared to 64% of students with other disabilities (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2020). These patterns appear in North and South Carolina as well. In 
North Carolina, 40.2% of students with autism are served in the regular setting, with 43.3% in 
separate or more restrictive settings (NC DPI, 2019). In South Carolina, students with autism are 
slightly less likely to be taught in the regular setting, with only 35.7% spending more than 80% 
of their day with nondisabled peers (SC DOE, 2018). Forty-four percent of South Carolina’s 
students with autism are taught in separate or more restrictive settings (SC DOE, 2018). 
Although North and South Carolina share many educational similarities, they are notably 
different in their teacher certification guidelines. North Carolina has adopted a portfolio-based 
performance assessment for teacher licensure (edTPA), while South Carolina utilizes 
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certification exams (Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning and Equity, 2020). North 
Carolina’s licensure system primarily certifies special educators as generalists, prepared to teach 
students with disabilities in grades K-12 across multiple disability categories. The “Special 
Education: K-12 general curriculum” licensure pathway is offered by all colleges, universities, 
and alternative programs that certify teachers in special education in North Carolina (NC DPI, 
2020). Ten of those educator preparation programs (EPPs) also offer the “Special Education: K-
12 adapted curriculum” licensure pathway, designed to prepare teachers to instruct students with 
significant cognitive disabilities using alternate achievement standards (NC DPI, 2020). 
Although North Carolina maintains licensure categories based upon students’ disability category, 
only five EPPs in the state offer such programs. Three certify teachers in the area of Deaf/Hard 
of Hearing, one in Specific Learning Disabilities, and one in Behavioral/Emotional Disabilities 
(NC DPI, 2020). North Carolina’s licensure structure aligns with the nation’s overall trend 
toward generic, cross-categorical licensure (Sindelar et al., 2019). 
South Carolina, however, maintains category-specific licensure. Although 13 of South 
Carolina’s 17 EPPs include a “Special Education: Multi-Categorical” licensure pathway, more 
than half of them continue to prepare teachers for at least one categorical license, such as 
Learning Disabilities (LD), Emotional/Behavioral Disabilities (EBD), or Intellectual Disabilities 
(ID; SC DOE, 2020). Although proponents of categorical licensure point to the benefits of more 
focused teacher preparation, such narrow programs may limit future teachers’ exposure to the 
needs of the range of students they will likely encounter as professionals (Scheeler et al., 2016; 
Sindelar et al., 2019). Notably, neither state is among the five states nationwide offering a 
categorical licensure specialization in autism (Sindelar et al., 2019). The teacher preparation 
experiences of pre-service teachers in generalist licensure programs are likely different from 
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those of teachers prepared in category-specific programs. Comparing the experiences and 
outcomes of teachers from North and South Carolina could shed light on the role different 
licensure structures may play in teachers’ preparation to support students with autism.  
Quantitative Methods 
Participants 
Inclusion Criteria. Inclusion criteria required that participants: (1) were licensed special 
education teachers in a public, private, or charter school; (2) taught in North or South Carolina; 
(3) taught students in grades K-12; (4) taught at least one student with autism; and (5) were 
currently in their second, third, or fourth year of teaching experience following completion of a 
teacher preparation program in special education. Teachers who were previously licensed in a 
different area and added on special education certification through the passing of a licensure 
exam only, without completion of a teacher preparation program, were excluded from the 
sample. Early childhood and pre-kindergarten teachers were excluded due to the focus on EBP 
use in classroom settings with school-aged children and the differences in certification and 
service delivery in early childhood settings. First-year teachers were excluded due to the 
disruption of the COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting likelihood that they had not yet provided 
in-person intervention as licensed teachers. Screener questions at the beginning of the survey 
instrument ensured participants met the inclusionary criteria.  
Sampling. Teachers were recruited via purposive, targeted sampling using four 
dissemination pathways: (1) school district administrators; (2) teacher preparation program 
faculty; (3) state professional organizations; and (4) social media. Targeted sampling methods 
allow an ongoing and iterative process of sampling and are particularly useful for recruiting from 
very specific or hard-to-access populations (Watters & Biernacki, 1989). Teacher contact 
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information is not easily accessible, which prevents the possibility of drawing a simple random 
sample from the population. Targeted sampling is more feasible than random sampling but also 
more representative than convenience sampling (Watters & Biernacki, 1989). In this case, the 
identified population of novice special educators was targeted through multiple institutions and 
organizations with access to these individuals. Most of the final sample reported receiving the 
study information through a school district administrator or colleague (62%; n=85). A smaller 
portion of the sample heard about the survey from a teacher education faculty member (11%, 
n=15) or social media post by the researcher or professional organization (8.8%, n=12). Twenty-
five participants (18.3%) did not indicate how they were recruited. Detailed information about 
the recruitment process follows in the description of procedures. 
Participant Characteristics. Three-hundred-nineteen individuals began the survey and 
indicated consent to participate. However, 146 of those teachers did not meet eligibility criteria. 
These teachers were not licensed in special education (n=9), did not currently teach a student 
with autism (n=10), were not in their second through fourth year of teaching experience (n=113), 
did not teach in NC or SC (n=1), did not teach grade K-12 (n=5), or had not completed a special 
education teacher preparation program (n=8). This resulted in a sample of 173 eligible teachers. 
Thirty-six of those teachers’ responses were incomplete due to early exit resulting in missing 
ratings for the primary dependent variables and were therefore removed. A final sample of 137 
responses was retained for analysis. See Table 3.1 for a summary of participant demographics. 
About three-fourths of the teachers surveyed taught in North Carolina. Although North 
Carolina has more than twice as many teachers as South Carolina and serves a greater percentage 
of students under the category of autism, this difference nonetheless suggests an undersampling 
of South Carolina teachers. One-hundred-twelve respondents provided personal demographic 
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information of gender, race/ethnicity, and age. The sample was compared to demographics and 
preparatory characteristics of the special education workforce in the United States using the most 
current data from the National Center for Education Statistics. Nationally, 92.5% of special 
education teachers are female and 80% are white (Institute of Education Sciences, 2018). This 
sample, therefore, may be slightly over-representative of males and white teachers. Additionally, 
all 137 participants indicated the type of EPP they completed for initial licensure in special 
education. Eighty-one percent completed traditional programs, with 78 teachers completing 
bachelor’s degrees and 33 completing master’s degrees. With 19% of participants entering 
through alternative licensure pathways, the sample is representative of national statistics 
indicating one in five public school teachers completes an alternative route to certification 
(Institute of Education Sciences, 2018). 
Table 3.1 
Participant Demographics 
Characteristic  n % 
State NC 102 74.5 
 SC 35 25.6 
Gender Female 95 84.8 
 Male 17 15.2 
Race/ethnicity* White 98 87.5 
 Black 10 8.9 
 Hispanic 5 4.5 
 American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 
3 2.7 
 Asian 1 0.9 
Age range 22-29 63 56.3 
 30-39 33 29.5 
 40-49 8 7.1 
 50-54 8 7.1 
*Percentages do not add to 100% as participants could report multiple 





The survey instrument was constructed using the tailored design method (Dillman et al., 
2014) and was completed confidentially through the online survey software Qualtrics. The 
survey was completed entirely independently at a time and place convenient to each respondent. 
The full questionnaire appears in Appendix A. 
Questionnaire. Following screener questions (items 1-6) to ensure the respondent’s 
eligibility, the instrument consisted of three parts: (1) preparation and context; (2) knowledge 
and use; and (3) perceptions and experiences. 
The first portion of the survey collected information about the respondent’s job 
characteristics (items 7-13) and teacher preparation experiences (items 14-22). Self-reported job 
characteristics included grade level taught (i.e., elementary, middle, or high school), classroom 
setting (i.e., inclusive, resource, separate special education class, or separate school), number of 
full years of special education teaching experience, and number of students with autism on the 
teacher’s current caseload. Due to school districts’ differing responses to the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic, participants also reported if they were currently providing instruction in a face-to-
face, remote, or hybrid format. Respondents provided further information about access to 
mentorship, professional development participation, and school climate (adapted from the NC 
Teacher Working Conditions Survey; NC DPI, 2018).  
Respondents reported information on their initial educator preparation programs, 
including the name of the program or institution attended, the program type (i.e., bachelor’s 
degree, master’s degree, or alternative licensure), their completion of any specialty areas (e.g., 
graduate certificate, Board Certified Behavior Analyst, minor in autism), and the program’s 
inclusion of courses specific to autism and research methods. Additionally, respondents rated the 
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degree to which different courses in their EPP incorporated information related to autism on a 4-
point scale, the amount of experience they had with students with autism during field 
experiences, and if they completed any major course assignments (e.g., research paper, lesson 
plan, presentation, case study) on an autism-related topic. 
The second portion of the survey presented a subset of 12 key EBPs for students with 
autism and rating scales for the respondent’s level of knowledge and use (items 23-25), adapted 
from the Early Intervention Practices Scale (Paynter & Keen, 2015). Respondents reported how 
much they knew about each EBP on a 5-point scale (i.e., 0 = I know nothing about this practice; 
1 = I have heard of this practice; 2 = I know a little about this practice; 3 = I have a good amount 
of knowledge of this practice; 4 = I know a great deal and could instruct others on this practice). 
Similarly, respondents indicated how often they used each practice with a student or students 
with autism on a 5-point scale (Never = I would not use this practice; Rarely = less than once per 
week; Sometimes = at least once per week but not every day; Often = about once per day; 
Frequently = more than once per day; Paynter & Keen, 2014). Respondents were asked to base 
these ratings on their use during face-to-face instruction before the shift to remote learning in 
March 2020 as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. A subsequent question asked teachers to rate 
their use of practices within virtual or remote instruction in the 2020-21 school year.  
In the final portion of the survey, the respondent was presented with a set of follow-up 
questions (items 26-29) addressing social validity and training experiences for all practices 
previously rated as at least 2 (i.e., I know a little about this practice) on the knowledge scale. 
Teachers were not asked to rate practices with which they were unfamiliar to avoid unreliable 
data potentially based on misconceptions. The six questions comprising the social validity scale 
were selected from the Usage Rating Profile-Intervention (Revised [URP-IR]; Chafouleas et al., 
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2011) based on their high factor loadings for the categories of acceptability (i.e., student needs, 
personal enthusiasm), feasibility (i.e., complexity, time allocation, material resource dedication), 
and system climate (i.e., administrative approval; Briesch et al., 2013). Respondents also selected 
all types of training they had received for each practice, adapted from the Autism Treatment 
Survey (ATS; Morrier et al., 2011), the single training type that had most impacted their 
knowledge, and the resources they had accessed to learn about the practice. If they indicated 
receiving training in the EBP in their educator preparation program, the respondent also reported 
if this learning occurred in coursework, fieldwork, or both. For PECS, social narratives, and 
visual schedules, respondents indicated if they had attended a training led by a certified 
instructor from Pyramid Educational Consultants, Carol Gray’s Social Stories, or TEACCH, 
respectively. 
Demographic questions for gender, race/ethnicity, and age appeared at the end of the 
survey (items 33-35). Additionally, respondents were provided with an option to enter their name 
and contact information for a random incentive drawing and, separately, to indicate their 
willingness to be contacted for a follow-up interview. The collection of contact information for 
the incentive drawing occurred through a separate link, ensuring this information remained 
separate from survey responses. Respondents interested in completing a follow-up interview had 
their contact information connected to their survey responses for purposive sample selection, but 
this information remained confidential and was removed from the dataset before analysis.  
Included EBPs. The 12 EBPs to be surveyed were selected due to their broad research 
base and identification by multiple systematic reviews (NAC, 2015b; Steinbrenner et al., 2020; 
Wong et al., 2015). These practices are also highly relevant to school-based practitioners due to 
their targeted skill domains. Specifically, all 12 EBPs have evidence of efficacy for academic, 
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communication, and social outcomes across all, or nearly all, age ranges of children and youth 
from ages six to twenty-two (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Notably, although all 12 EBPs can be 
used to support the same key outcomes, they vary in levels of manualization, intervention agents, 
and underlying philosophies. To support a common understanding of each EBP, respondents 
were provided with a brief definition, adapted from Steinbrenner et al. (2020). See Table 3.2 for 
the EBPs and definitions included in the survey. 
Table 3.2 
Evidence-Based Practice Definitions 
Name Acronym Definition 
Antecedent-based 
interventions  
ABI Making systematic, proactive changes to the environment in 
order to increase a positive behavior or reduce a challenging 
behavior. 
Discrete trial training DTT One-on-one instruction of repeated trials consisting of teacher 
presentation, student response, and reinforcement or 
consequence. 
Modeling M Demonstration of a desired target behavior or skill that leads to 
student use of the behavior or skill. 
Peer-based instruction 
and intervention 
PBII Intervention in which peers are taught to socialize with or 
support the learning goals of students with autism. 
Picture Exchange 
Communication System  
PECS 6-phase protocol for teaching functional communication skills, 
beginning with exchanging a picture for a desired item. 
Prompting P A system of verbal, gestural, and/or physical assistance to 
support the development of a behavior or skill. 
Reinforcement R Provision of an activity, item, or other consequence after a 
student demonstrates a behavior or skill to increase the 
likelihood of that behavior or skill in the future. 
Social narratives SN Written stories that systematically describe social situations, 





TAII Instruction in which technology is the central feature and the 
technology is specifically designed to teach a behavior or skill. 
Time delay TD Using a brief, planned delay between the initial instruction and 
additional instructions or prompts. 
Video modeling VM Providing a video-recorded demonstration of a targeted 
behavior or skill prior to a learner attempting to replicate the 
video model. 
Visual schedules VS Use of visuals (pictures, written words, objects, etc.) to identify 





Quantitative recruitment and data collection occurred from mid-October 2020 through 
February 2021. The study (#20-2169) was reviewed by the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill Institutional Review Board (IRB) and determined to be of minimal risk and exempt 
from further review. 
Recruitment. Recruitment of survey participants required access to teachers through 
gatekeepers in school districts, educator preparation programs (EPPs), and state professional 
organizations. See Appendix B for the recruitment email sent to gatekeepers. First, special 
education department chairs and/or teacher licensure coordinators as identified on the websites of 
56 EPPs in North and South Carolina were contacted with study information. Only nine EPP 
contacts agreed to send the information to their graduates, with many noting their schools did not 
maintain email addresses for alumni or that they could not use their alumni listserv to recruit for 
an external research study. The same study information was sent to contact points for five state-
level professional organizations (i.e., state CEC chapters and state subdivisions for teacher 
education and autism). No organizations agreed to recruit via email listservs but the link to the 
survey was shared on three organizational Facebook pages. These contacts were also invited to 
assist with snowball sampling by sending the study invitation to other relevant professionals in 
their networks. 
Following initial difficulties contacting relevant teachers through teacher education 
faculty and professional organizations, recruitment efforts were shifted to public school 
administrators in both states. Special education and beginning teacher administrators in the state 
departments of education in NC and SC indicated all study recruitment would need to occur 
through individual school districts. Accordingly, study information was emailed to special 
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education directors, beginning teacher coordinators, and/or superintendents of all 115 NC 
districts and 85 SC districts. In total, 81 districts (NC = 54; SC = 27) agreed to forward the study 
invitation to their eligible teachers. This represents 40.5% of districts but, due to the variability in 
district size, does not necessarily equate to distribution to the same proportion of eligible 
teachers. Thirty-eight additional districts responded to the request but declined to participate due 
to research moratoriums in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, district policies restricting 
dissertation study participation, or a lack of staff meeting eligibility criteria. As incentives for 
their assistance, recruitment contacts were offered a downloadable EBP resource document and 
the option to enter their name into a random incentive drawing for one $50 Amazon gift card. 
Additionally, these contacts were able to sign up to receive an executive summary of results after 
the study’s completion. 
Data Collection. The study information email forwarded to teachers included a brief 
description of the study, eligibility criteria, and the link to complete the study in Qualtrics. The 
introductory webpage described the purpose of the research, protections for the confidentiality of 
responses, and potential risks, along with contact information for the researcher and IRB. 
Participants indicated their consent to participate and then answered a series of initial screener 
questions to ensure their eligibility. Respondents who indicated they were not (a) licensed in 
special education; (b) currently teaching at least one student with autism, (c) in their second, 
third, or fourth year of teaching, (d) teaching in NC or SC, (e) teaching grades K-12, or (f) a 
graduate of a traditional or alternative preparation program in special education were identified 
as ineligible and routed out of the survey.  
As an incentive for participation, survey completers could choose to enter their name into 
a random drawing for one of twenty $50 Amazon gift cards. One-hundred-nine respondents 
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entered the drawing and incentives were distributed via email after the end of the survey window 
in March 2021. Contact information for incentive entries was maintained separately from the 
survey data to ensure confidentiality. The survey remained open for responses from mid-October 
2020 through February 2021. 
Error Reduction 
Educational surveys can provide valuable information about large-scale implementation 
trends but must evidence principles of rigorous design and development to ensure valid and 
generalizable results (Berends & Garet, 2009; Dillman et al., 2014). The survey design addressed 
potential coverage, sampling, nonresponse, and measurement error in a variety of ways.  
Maximizing recruitment contacts through EPPs, state departments of education, and 
professional organizations in North and South Carolina ensured broad distribution across the 
population of interest, thereby minimizing coverage and sampling error (Dillman et al., 2014). A 
random sample of the population was not attainable because there is no accessible list of all 
eligible teachers from which to draw a sampling frame. Instead, gatekeepers were required to 
communicate with potential participants. A maximum sample size was targeted by disseminating 
through numerous contacts and organizations (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Mokher & Pearson, 
2017). Multiple routes for targeted sampling were utilized to prevent sampling bias (Watters & 
Biernacki, 1989). For instance, recruiting through professional organizations alone could have 
skewed the sample toward teachers with more knowledge, training, or leadership in the field. 
The response rate was maximized using multiple strategies. Periodic personalized follow-
up emails were sent to recruitment contacts who did not initially respond to requests to forward 
the survey link (Dillman et al., 2014). Communication highlighted the salience of the research, 
the researcher’s personal teaching experience, and the value of understanding teachers’ 
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perspectives to heighten appeal and response interest (Fulton, 2018). The use of a random chance 
drawing for a modestly valued incentive was also designed to increase motivation and response 
rate without introducing coercion (Dillman et al., 2014). Recruitment contacts were offered an 
incentive in the form of a resource document focused on the 12 EBPs of interest with 
information relevant to teacher education and school leaders and an opportunity to enter a 
drawing for a gift card.  
The survey instrument was designed with numerous protections against measurement 
error. Features within Qualtrics prevented respondents from taking the survey more than once. 
Except for the initial screener questions, no items required a response, as forced responses can 
lead participants to provide inaccurate answers (Dillman et al., 2014). However, if a question 
was left blank, a prompt appeared, reminding the participant to answer all questions but allowing 
them to move on if the question was left unanswered a second time. This allowance of skipped 
questions was chosen instead of the provision of “no opinion” options, as these types of choices 
can be over-selected due to respondent ambivalence or avoidance of completing the survey as 
intended (Krosnick, 1999). In addition, the conditional presentation of items in the perceptions 
and experiences portion of the survey ensured respondents were not asked to provide opinions on 
EBPs with which they were unfamiliar (Dillman et al., 2014; Krosnick, 1999).  
Finally, the survey development process integrated expert consultation and pre-testing to 
ensure content validity in all questions and answer choices (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The 
questionnaire was pre-tested in the summer of 2020 by nine current and former special educators 
to verify the correct operation of the online survey and to ensure content validity in the questions 
and response options (Dillman et al., 2014; Krosnick, 1999). The pre-test results indicated all 
technical elements of the survey, including programming to skip questions or conditionally 
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display answer choices based on responses to previous questions, worked as intended. Some 
adjustments were made to the survey in response to pre-tester feedback, including displaying 
brief definitions for all EBPs and adding questions about participation in formalized training for 
TEACCH, Social Stories, and PECS. 
A survey design expert from the Odum Institute at UNC Chapel Hill also consulted on 
the initial questionnaire design, assisting with effective wording of questions, visual design 
elements, and validity of questions and response options (T. Edwards, personal communication, 
May 15, 2020). To avoid response order effects, the randomization feature in Qualtrics presented 
categorical options in random order (Dillman et al., 2014; Krosnick, 1999). Last, the Likert-type 
ratings for knowledge, frequency of use, and social validity were designed to collect reliable and 
valid self-reports and estimations. The specific descriptors of each scalar point were retained 
from their respective instruments and were selected due to their clear, concise, and specific 
language and division into reasonably equivalent increments to reduce respondent 
misinterpretation and resulting measurement error (Dillman et al., 2014; Krosnick, 1999; 
Schwarz, 2007). The integration of elements from the Autism Treatment Survey, Early 
Intervention Practices Scale, and Usage Rating Profile – Intervention (Revised) also support 
comparison across studies with consistent instrumentation (Briesch et al., 2013). 
Analysis 
Survey data were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential procedures. Before 
analysis, the survey results were screened for missing data. Results from respondents who exited 
the survey before rating their frequency of use of EBPs were unable to be analyzed and therefore 
excluded. Listwise deletion was employed for missing data appearing as randomly skipped 
items. Statistical procedures were selected for use with ordinal (i.e., knowledge and use ratings) 
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and continuous (i.e., combined social validity scale) dependent variables. All analyses were 
conducted using Stata 16 statistical software. 
Margin of Error. The population of interest comprised K-12 special educators in their 
second through fourth years of teaching in North and South Carolina. Using state-level data on 
the number of special educators and the percentages with less than four years of teaching 
experience (Institute of Education Sciences, 2018; U.S. Department of Education, 2018), the 
population size was estimated as 2,109 teachers. Using Cochran’s formula and a 90% confidence 
interval, the margin of error for the final sample size of 137 respondents was calculated as 7%.  
Variables. Knowledge, social validity, and use were each explored as dependent 
variables of interest. Data for knowledge and use were drawn directly from the rating questions 
on the survey, resulting in ordinal variables with a range of 1-5 for each. The ordinal levels were 
collapsed for regression analyses in order to meet proportional odds assumptions. Description of 
the collapsed variables accompanies the results. A combined social validity variable was 
calculated by averaging the respondent’s ratings of six social validity items from the 
acceptability, feasibility, and system climate subscales of the URP-IR (Briesch et al., 2013). One 
item was reverse coded (i.e., “[EBP] is too complex to carry out accurately”) before averaging. 
The scale exhibited an appropriate level of internal consistency (α = 0.83) to represent social 
validity as a single construct using Cronbach’s alpha. The scale comprised a 6-point range, with 
ratings between one and three representing negative responses to the social validity statements 
and ratings between four and six indicating positive responses. 
Inferential analyses used eight categorial independent variables as predictors. Closely 
associated categories in some variables were collapsed into binary options to limit degrees of 
freedom (e.g., middle and high school were combined into one category of secondary school). 
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No multicollinearity was detected among independent variables. The independent variables 
were:  
1. State (1 = NC, 2 = SC) 
2. Grade level (1 = elementary, 2 = secondary) 
3. Classroom setting (1 = resource/inclusion, 2 = separate classroom/school) 
4. Educator preparation program (EPP) type (1 = traditional [BA or MA], 2 = alternative) 
5. Licensure area (1 = general curriculum/multi-categorical, 2 = adapted curriculum/ 
severe disabilities, 3 = categorical [LD, EBD, or ID]) 
6. EPP autism specialization (1 = none, 2 = autism course, 3 = autism minor/certificate) 
7. Completion of a course on research methods (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
8. Learning of the EBP in question primarily in an EPP (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
Descriptive Analysis. The analysis of data for the first research question employed 
descriptive methods. Frequency counts, means, and standard deviations were calculated for each 
EBP on the variables of self-reported knowledge and use. The mean, standard deviation, and 
distribution of social validity ratings were calculated for each individual EBP. Characteristics of 
participants’ teaching contexts and elements of their EPPs were aggregated to describe the 
sample. Descriptive results are presented both numerically and graphically. 
Regression Analyses. Regressions were conducted to analyze the potential predictors of 
teachers’ level of knowledge, rating of social validity, and frequency of use of EBPs, both at the 
practice level and using mixed-effect models across all EBPs combined.  
Ordinal logistic regression models were built to examine knowledge and use as 
dependent variables for each of the 12 EBPs. Multiple linear regression models were conducted 
for the continuous dependent variable of social validity. Categorical independent variables were 
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dummy coded into binary variables. Knowledge was conceptualized as a likely precursor to 
social validity and use and was therefore entered as an additional variable in both models. Social 
validity was also entered into the use model, and vice versa, as these perceptions and behaviors 
are mutually reinforcing. Finally, the models for use included a controlling variable for the 
number of students with autism on the participant’s caseload as teachers with more students with 
autism reasonably have more discrete opportunities to use EBPs than those with fewer students. 
Assumptions of each model were tested and confirmed as detailed in the results chapter. 
Mixed-effect models across all EBPs combined accounted for the crossed effect of each 
teacher rating multiple EBPs. The eight predictor variables were entered into the model as fixed 
effects. The mathematical notation for these models can be written as: 
Y = Xβ + Zb + ε 
in which X is the model matrix for the fixed effects, β is the fixed effects coefficient vector, Z is 
the model matrix for the random effects, b is the random effects vector, and ε is the error term 
vector. 
Qualitative Methods 
Although quantitative data are valuable for capturing overall trends, they may fail to fully 
account for individual nuance and personal experience. Because social validity is an inherently 
subjective construct, it is important to use open-ended qualitative methods to describe the 
attitudes, beliefs, and decision-making processes of practitioners (Leko, 2014). Further, closed-
ended survey questions alone may not fully reflect participants’ individual lived experiences or 
interpretations (Krosnick, 1999). Individual interviews with teachers were conducted to collect 
rich narrative data to explain the associations among preparation, professional factors, EBP 




Engaging in qualitative research requires the recognition of one’s personal stance and 
stake in the research’s aims and results. This acknowledgment and purposeful consideration of 
the researcher’s role enhances the credibility of qualitative work (Lincoln, 1995; Marshall & 
Rossman, 2016). My interest in the research-to-practice gap in EBPs for students with autism 
stems from my professional experiences in shifting roles over the last decade. I was not 
introduced to EBPs for students with autism in my undergraduate program in special education 
but first learned the term as a novice teacher in a separate special education classroom. I 
perceived “evidence-based practice” as an abstract educational buzzword with little concrete 
meaning early in my career. However, although I may not have called them EBPs at the time, I 
now know I utilized many of these practices, including positive behavior interventions, visual 
supports, and antecedent-based interventions. I was promoted to an autism specialist in 2015, 
coinciding with the release of the NAC and NPDC systematic reviews. It was during this time in 
my career when I began to grasp the variance in teachers’ perceptions of EBPs and the role of 
school and classroom context. I also experienced the challenges of supporting and retaining 
novice teachers, especially because of variable levels of preparation in autism specifically. I am 
now pursuing a career path in teacher education and therefore hold a vested interest in improving 
the quality of pre-service programs. As a researcher, I believe in respecting teachers as 
professionals and in elevating their voices within reciprocal research-to-practice pipelines.  
Participants 
Purposive Sampling. All respondents who fully completed the survey and voluntarily 
provided contact information for potential interview selection were eligible to participate in 
follow-up qualitative data collection. Fifty-eight survey participants indicated their willingness to 
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be contacted for a brief follow-up interview. An interview subsample of 10 individuals was 
selected using a purposive, maximum variation sampling technique (Marshall & Rossman, 
2016). The subsample was selected to represent teachers from both states with varied 
combinations of preparatory experiences and current teaching contexts. The subsample 
represented at least two teachers from each grade level (i.e., elementary, middle, high), 
classroom setting (i.e., inclusive, resource, separate), years of experience (i.e., one, two, three), 
and licensure pathway (i.e., Bachelor’s degree, Master’s degree, alternative licensure).  
Participant Characteristics. Ten teachers participated in follow-up interviews. All 
interviewees had fully completed the survey and volunteered to be contacted for an interview. To 
align with the distribution of the survey sample, three teachers in South Carolina and seven 
teachers in North Carolina were selected. Two interviewees were in their second year of 
teaching, four were in their third year, and four were in their fourth year. The average age of 
interviewees was 27.4 years (range 23 – 34 years). Efforts were made to ensure the 
representation of diverse voices, including two male teachers, one Black teacher, and two 
Hispanic teachers. All participants were assigned pseudonyms for confidentiality throughout 
analysis and reporting. Additional characteristics of the subsample are detailed within the results. 
Procedures 
Recruitment. Potential participants were contacted via email with information about the 
interview (see Appendix C) and a link to schedule an interview appointment. Up to two follow-
up emails were sent to those who did not respond before moving on to invite another prospective 
participant. Thirty-five teachers were contacted in all, with 10 successfully scheduling and 
completing interviews.  
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Interviews. All interviews were conducted outside of school hours either on weekday 
afternoons or weekends during a three-week period in February 2021. Interviews were conducted 
by the researcher using Zoom conferencing software. See Appendix D for the consent 
information provided to participants. 
A semi-structured interview protocol structured the conversation with an introduction to 
the study and interview, open-ended questions, optional follow-up probes to facilitate further 
explanation, and a closing (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Marshall & Rossman, 2016). The 
protocol was piloted with one current special educator. This pilot interview provided the 
researcher with practice facilitating the interview and an opportunity to reflect upon and improve 
the protocol (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). The pilot interview experience informed revisions to 
the protocol, including displaying the questions and specific EBPs on a shared screen to aid in 
recall and incorporating more positionality of the researcher for rapport building.  
At the beginning of the interview, the researcher provided a brief introduction to enhance 
trustworthiness and build rapport with participants (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). Participants 
were first asked to introduce themselves and their teaching context and experience. Next, they 
defined evidence-based practice and described its importance to their teaching. Participants were 
then asked to explain why they used a subset of EBPs most frequently and a second subset rarely 
or never. These subsets of 3-4 EBPs were individually selected for each participant based upon 
their survey responses and were displayed on the shared screen. As needed, participants were 
asked follow-up questions for clarification and to elicit more in-depth responses. Finally, 
participants were offered the opportunity to share any other thoughts about EBPs, training, or 
teaching students with autism. Questions were displayed on a shared screen for the interviewee 
to reference as needed. The full protocol is included in Appendix E.  
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The protocol integrated a modified member checking procedure at the interviews’ 
conclusions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The interviewer briefly summarized the participant’s 
general attitude toward EBPs and their primary considerations in selecting EBPs. Participants 
were given the opportunity to clarify or expand upon these themes. Additionally, the interviewer 
maintained field notes during each interview to record nonverbal observations such as body 
language and tone to supplement the written transcriptions (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). Eight 
of ten participants kept their webcams on during the interviews. Participants who completed the 
full interview were sent a $35 Amazon gift card as an incentive.  
Interviews were recorded using Zoom. The automatic transcription feature in Zoom was 
used to generate the first draft of text transcriptions. The researcher then reviewed and corrected 
each automated transcription while viewing the video recording. This process ensured the 
accuracy of the text and allowed for the addition of notations of body language, physical 
gestures, and tone of voice using field notes and recordings. 
Analysis 
The ten interview transcripts were coded and analyzed by two researchers. The author 
served as the first coder and recruited an additional research assistant for consensus coding. The 
second coder was a graduate student with a background in school-based occupational therapy 
who had previously contributed to a large-scale systematic review of EBPs for students with 
autism. The second coder also had extensive training and experience in qualitative data 
collection and analysis.  
The two coders used a combined process of deductive and inductive coding. A codebook 
was developed to include theory-driven codes from prior literature, data-driven codes based upon 
the survey instrument, and researcher-generated codes added after the interviews were 
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conducted. Codes were broadly categorized into three groups in alignment with the research 
question: (1) role of context; (2) role of perceptions; and (3) role of training. Each code was 
defined and operationalized to support consistency between coders (DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011). 
See Appendix F for the full codebook. 
Coding was conducted in NVivo software. The codebook was entered into NVivo and 
each coder independently used line-by-line coding processes to apply codes to text in each 
transcript. Coders also identified and added emergent codes not captured by the codebook when 
needed. During consensus coding, individual coding assignments were compared in NVivo and 
the two coders discussed and resolved discrepancies. Most discrepancies were due to only one 
coder identifying a relevant code for a portion of text. Discussion between the two coders 
determined if the code was appropriate or not. Other discrepancies involved differing 
interpretations of similar codes (e.g., ‘student characteristics’ and ‘alignment with goals’) which 
were resolved by referencing the operationalized definitions. On initial, independent coding of 
transcripts, intercoder reliability ranged from 62 - 89% agreement. Following comparison and 
discussion, the two coders reached full consensus on all codes.  
The two coders employed constant comparative analysis procedures across interview 
transcripts (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Coded transcripts were discussed in groups of three to 
four, with emerging themes and explanations compared to the codebook, quantitative data, and 
previously coded transcripts. Once consensus was reached on all ten transcripts, coding 
summaries for each code were exported from NVivo. The content within each coding category 
was reviewed for common themes. The two coders discussed emerging themes, combined 
overlapping codes (e.g., ‘feasibility’ and ‘resource intensity’), and identified thematic clusters 
and linkages. This interpretive process resulted in six overarching themes to explain the factors 
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influencing participants’ implementation of EBPs. A table of themes, definitions, and example 
quotes accompanies the results in the following chapter.  
Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Analyses 
Following the statistical and thematic analyses, the findings were integrated to address 
the three research questions. The descriptive data clarifying the current state of EBP knowledge, 
social validity, and use by the sample of novice teachers was confirmed and detailed by the 
individual experiences described by the qualitative data. The second and third research questions 
taken together revealed the relevant factors of training, context, and perceptions influencing 
novice teachers’ use of EBPs. The thematic analysis extended the survey findings to incorporate 
additional realms of social validity and nuances to the consistency and quality of preparatory 
experiences. These findings introduce relevant considerations for the improvement of pre-service 
and in-service training as well as future implementation science research. Understanding both 
larger-scale trends, evidenced by the quantitative results, and individualized experiences and 
perceptions, detailed in the thematic analysis, contributes to a vital understanding of the driving 





The increasing focus on translating evidence-based practices (EBPs) for students with 
autism into school settings requires consideration of the people expected to use them in everyday 
classrooms. The present mixed methods investigation explored the significance of teaching 
context, elements of teacher preparation, knowledge of EBPs, and perceptions of social validity 
on novice special educators’ teaching practice. The results of the cross-sectional survey offer a 
broad view of trends and relationships within the sample of novice teachers in North and South 
Carolina. The themes resulting from the constant comparative analysis of interviews conducted 
with a purposive subsample of ten survey respondents capture additional nuance in teachers’ 
implementation decisions beyond the closed-ended survey items. This chapter first presents the 
descriptive and inferential findings of the quantitative survey analysis, followed by themes 
revealed by the qualitative coding analysis of interviews. It concludes with an integration of data 
from both sources. Once again, the research questions were: 
1. What are the current levels of self-reported knowledge, use, and perceived social validity 
of EBPs for students with autism among novice special educators? 
2. How do novice special educators with differing pre-service experiences and job 
characteristics vary in their self-reported knowledge, use, and perceptions of EBPs for 
students with autism?  
3. How do novice special educators describe the influence of training, context, and 
perceptions on their implementation of EBPs for students with autism? 
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Survey Sample Characteristics 
The survey results utilized the complete responses of 137 eligible teachers. Survey  
participants reported their current teaching contexts as displayed in Table 4.1. The final sample 
was representative of teachers with one, two, and three years of teaching experience and teachers 
working across K-12 grade levels. More than half of participants taught in either a self-contained 
special education classroom or a separate special education school, with fewer representing 
resource/pull-out or inclusive/push-in models of service delivery. With over 85% percent of 
participants indicating they currently taught six or fewer students with autism, most of these 
teachers served a cross-categorical caseload of students with a variety of different disabilities. 
Demographic characteristics of the survey sample appear in Table 3.1 in the previous chapter.  
Table 4.1 
Participants’ Teaching Contexts 
Characteristic  n % 
State NC 102 74.5 
 SC 35 25.6 
Years of experience 1 39 28.5 
 2 52 38.0 
 3 46 33.6 
Grade level Elementary 60 43.8 
 Middle 44 32.1 
 High 33 24.1 
Classroom type Inclusive 15 10.1 
 Resource 41 29.9 
 Self-contained 64 46.7 
 Separate school 17 12.4 
Number of students 
with autism 
1-3 84 61.3 
4-6 33 24.1 
 7-9 14 10.2 




All participants also reported information about their initial preparation program in 
special education. See Table 4.2 for a summary of educator preparation program (EPP) 
experiences. About eight in ten respondents completed traditional EPPs awarding bachelor’s or 
master’s degrees. Most teachers received generalized initial special education licensure in either 
the general or adapted curriculum rather than a categorical area focused on a single specific 
disability such as learning disabilities (LD), emotional/behavioral disabilities (EBD), or 
intellectual disabilities (ID). Only 37% of respondents had completed one or more courses 
specifically focused on autism. The most common specialty area completed in pre-service 
preparation was dual licensure in both general and special education. Finally, 80% of participants 
reported taking a course on research methods during their initial preparation program. 
Table 4.2 
Pre-Service Preparation Experiences 
Characteristic  n % 
EPP type Bachelor’s degree 78 56.9 
 Master’s degree 33 24.1 
 Alternative licensure 26 19.0 
Licensure area General curriculum/  
Multi-categorical 
80 58.4 
 Adapted curriculum/  
severe disabilities 
36 26.3 
 Categorical (LD, ID, or EBD) 16 11.7 
 Early childhood 3 2.2 
 Not reported 2 1.5 
Specializations Dual licensure (general and 
special education) 
47 34.3 
 Autism minor 6 4.4 
 Autism certificate 19 13.9 
 Behavior certificate/BCBA 8 5.8 
Courses completed Research methods 109 79.6 




Descriptive findings for ratings of knowledge, frequency of use, and social validity are 
presented below. Additionally, a summary of participants’ training experiences is reported.  
Knowledge and Use of Evidence-Based Practices 
Participants indicated having at least a good understanding of a median of eight EBPs. At 
either extreme, only four participants (3%) were not knowledgeable about any EBPs, while 22 
(16%) reported having a good amount of knowledge about all twelve. The median number of 
EBPs a teacher used at least once per day was six. 
See Table 4.3 for the total percentage of participants reporting knowledge and daily use 
of each EBP. Notably, most participants had at least heard of most EBPs. Likewise, most EBPs 
were used at least occasionally by most participants, although more than one-quarter of 
participants reported never using each of three EBPs (i.e., PECS, DTT, VM). 
Table 4.3 
Levels of Knowledge and Use of EBPs 
EBP 
Good or great deal 
of knowledge 
% (n) 
Uses at least  
once per day 
% (n) 
R 89.8% (123) 83.2% (114) 
VS 88.3% (121) 78.1% (107) 
M 86.9% (119) 86.1% (118) 
P 83.9% (115) 86.9% (119) 
SN 71.5% (98) 38.0% (52) 
ABI 70.1% (96) 41.6% (57) 
TD 58.4% (80) 43.1% (59) 
VM 56.9% (78) 27.0% (37) 
DTT 54.0% (74) 25.5% (35) 
PBII 53.3% (73) 26.3% (36) 
TAII 50.4% (69) 47.4% (65) 
PECS 48.2% (66) 33.6% (46) 
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Visual analysis of histograms (see Appendix G) indicated similar distributions of 
knowledge and use within each EBP with some exceptions. Modeling, prompting, reinforcement, 
and visual schedules all clustered toward higher levels of both knowledge and use. The use of 
video modeling, PECS, and DTT all exhibited a clear skew toward no or rare implementation. 
These same three EBPs, along with time delay and TAII, exhibited very flat distributions of use, 
indicating a high level of variability among participants. Finally, although most participants 
reported a moderate level of understanding of video modeling, the reported frequency of use was 
concentrated at the lower end.  
Social Validity of Evidence-Based Practices 
The mean social validity ratings of all practices fell above a 4-point rating, indicating an 
overall positive evaluation of their social validity on the 6-point scale. Table 4.4 displays data for 
each of the six components of social validity and the combined average score on the scale. In 
addition to means and standard deviations, the percent of participants rating each component 
positively (i.e., ratings of 4-6) is reported.  
Means on the combined scale of social validity ranged from 4.26 (video modeling) to 
5.27 (modeling). However, with standard deviations ranging from 0.68-0.86, variability was 
evident in social validity ratings across individuals. The heat map in Figure 4.1 provides a visual 
depiction of the distribution of social validity ratings for each EBP, with darker colors 
representing a higher percentage of participants rating the EBP at that level. The vast majority of 
ratings fell into the right half of the chart, with modeling, prompting, reinforcement, and visual 





Ratings of Social Validity Scale Items by EBP 



























































































































































































































Social Validity Heat Map 
 
Training Experiences 
Participants indicated the degree to which various courses in their pre-service program 
included information on autism in general. Forty-five percent (n=61) of participants reported 
none of their pre-service courses included direct instruction on autism-related topics. However, 
autism was discussed in at least one course for 49 of those 61 teachers. Topics related to autism 
were most likely to be directly taught in classroom management courses (34.3%; n=47), 
followed by methods courses (21.2%; n=29). Subject-specific courses were least likely to 
address autism. Of participants who completed a course in literacy, 48.8% (n=62) reported 
autism was never or only incidentally mentioned. The proportion was similar for math courses 
(49.2%; n=61) and even greater for other subject area courses (e.g., science, social studies; 
58.6%; n=65). 
  1 2 3 4 5         6  
 negative neutral positive  
M                      
P                      
R                      
VS                      
SN                      
ABI                      
TD                      
TAII                      
DTT                      
PECS                      
PBII                      
VM                      
            
 
Scale:  0%   ––   45% 
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Additionally, survey respondents selected all types of training they had received for each 
of the 12 EBPs. Eighty-four percent (n=115) of participants reported learning about at least one 
EBP during their initial educator preparation program, with more than half receiving pre-service 
exposure to seven or more EBPs. Many teachers also learned about one or more EBPs through 
peer teaching/coaching (81.8%; n=112), self-directed learning (69.3%; n=95), or, less often, in 
workshops (59.1%; n=81). Teachers accessed a variety of resources for learning about EBPs, 
with about three-fourths of the sample using modules (76.6%), textbooks (74.5%), research 
articles (72.3%), and blogs or websites (72.3%). Nine out of ten teachers surveyed also indicated 
they had learned about at least one EBP from other teachers or colleagues.  
After selecting all training avenues accessed, those who identified multiple types were 
prompted to identify which one had had the most impact on their knowledge of the EBP. These 
primary training types are displayed by EBP in Figure 4.2. Although training in teacher 
preparation was commonly selected, more than half of participants identified a primary training 
type other than teacher preparation for every EBP. On average across EBPs, 36% of teachers 
who identified learning about an EBP through teacher preparation as well as one or more other 
methods subsequently selected a different training type (e.g., workshop, peer coaching, or self-








Multiple inferential procedures were employed to examine the impact of contextual and 
preparatory factors on the dependent variables of knowledge, use, and social validity. As 
previously outlined, the levels of the independent variables used for prediction were:  
1. State (1 = NC, 2 = SC) 
2. Grade level (1 = elementary, 2 = secondary) 
3. Classroom setting (1 = resource/inclusion, 2 = separate classroom/school) 
4. Educator preparation program (EPP) type (1 = traditional [BA or MA], 2 = alternative) 
5. Licensure area (1 = general curriculum/multi-categorical, 2 = adapted curriculum/ 
severe disabilities, 3 = categorical [LD, EBD, or ID]) 
6. EPP autism specialization (1 = none, 2 = autism course, 3 = autism minor/certificate) 
7. Completion of a course on research methods (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
8. Learning of the EBP in question primarily in an EPP (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
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Predictors were of interest both across all EBPs combined and within individual practices. The 
mixed-effect models provided a general picture of relevant factors while the analyses within each 
of the 12 EBPs explored which predictors might be relevant to an individual practice but not 
others. 
Mixed-Effect Models 
Mixed-effect regression models were constructed to determine significant predictors of 
knowledge, use, and social validity across all EBPs (see Table 4.5). These models used the eight 
fixed effects above with a crossed random effect for each EBP crossed with each participant. 
Due to violations of the proportional odds assumption for ordered logistic regression, knowledge 
was collapsed to a binary dependent variable of low and high knowledge. Frequency of use was 
collapsed to a binary dependent variable of less than daily and at least daily use. Social validity 
was a continuous dependent variable in the mixed-effect regression. No multicollinearity was 
detected among independent variables using variance inflation factors. 
Four significant predictors of greater reported knowledge of an EBP emerged : (1)  
separate setting classroom type; (2) adapted licensure; (3) taking an autism course; and (4) 
learning about the EBP in teacher preparation. Across EBPs, increased knowledge and more 
frequent use were associated with higher ratings of social validity. Conversely, earning an autism 
minor or certificate and having taken a research course were predictive of lower ratings of an 
EBP’s social validity. No other contextual or preparatory factors were associated with social 
validity ratings. Both greater knowledge of an EBP and higher ratings of its social validity were 
significantly predictive of more frequent use of that EBP in the mixed model. The only other 





Mixed-Effect Models of Knowledge, Social Validity, and Use 
 Knowledge Social Validity Use 
 OR SE p Coef SE p OR SE p 
Knowledge -- -- -- 0.23 0.03 0.000 3.22 0.43 0.000 
Social validity -- -- -- -- -- -- 3.12 0.42 0.000 
Use -- -- -- 0.21 0.02 0.000 -- -- -- 
State 1.16 0.42 0.677 -0.11 0.11 0.318 1.30 0.36 0.331 
Grade level 0.87 0.23 0.592 -0.11 0.08 0.150 0.90 0.19 0.620 
Classroom type 1.89 0.57 0.034 0.06 0.09 0.531 1.32 0.31 0.234 
EPP type 1.44 0.50 0.295 0.04 0.10 0.714 1.19 0.32 0.526 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 2.11 0.74 0.033 0.01 0.10 0.954 0.77 0.20 0.306 
Categorical 2.30 1.08 0.077 -0.05 0.14 0.708 1.10 0.39 0.786 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course  2.51 0.87 0.008 0.00 0.10 0.971 0.67 0.17 0.110 
Autism minor/certificate 1.73 0.66 0.154 -0.24 0.11 0.030 1.66 0.47 0.072 
Research course 1.47 0.48 0.246 -0.20 0.10 0.047 1.86 0.50 0.021 
EBP learned in teacher prep 1.78 0.32 0.001 -0.08 0.04 0.057 0.84 0.15 0.326 
Note: OR = Odds ratio; p<.05 appear in bold  
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Practice-Specific Regression Analyses 
Ordinal logistic regression models were built for the dependent variables of knowledge 
and use for each of the 12 EBPs. In order to meet the assumption of proportional odds, the 
dependent variables were collapsed by combining categories with small n’s. The maximum 
amount of the distribution was maintained for each variable. Due to the continuous nature of the 
social validity scale variable, multiple linear regression was employed.  
Predictors of Knowledge. The complete results of the ordinal logistic regressions for 
knowledge of each of the 12 EBPs appear in Table 4.6. Knowledge was collapsed into three 
categories (i.e., low, medium, and high) for six EBPs (i.e., ABI, DTT, P, R, SN, and VS) and 
was collapsed into a binary variable (i.e., low, high) for the remaining six EBPs (i.e., M, PBII, 
PECS, TAII, TD, VM). With the collapsed dependent variables, all models met the proportional 
odds assumption using Brant tests.  
Ten out of 12 EBPs had at least one significant predictor of knowledge. Knowledge was 
not significantly associated with any elements of preparation or context for ABI or social 
narratives. Discrete trial training had the most significant predictors, with greater knowledge 
associated with teaching in North Carolina, teaching in a separate setting, having adapted or 
categorical licensure, completing an autism course or specialization, and learning about DTT 
primarily in an educator preparation program (EPP). Teachers in separate settings were also 
more knowledgeable about prompting and PECS. Grade level was only associated with 
reinforcement, with elementary teachers more likely to report greater knowledge than secondary. 
In addition to being significant predictors of DTT knowledge, adapted licensure was predictive 
of knowledge of TAII, TD, and visual schedules, and categorical licensure was predictive of 
knowledge of PBII and TAII. Although completing an autism minor or certificate was predictive 
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of higher knowledge of DTT and PECS, this was negatively associated with knowledge of 
modeling and prompting. Finally, having primarily learned about the practice in an EPP was 





Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Knowledge 
 OR SE p OR SE p OR SE p 
 ABI DTT M 
State 0.94 0.45 0.892 0.30 0.18 0.044 4.75 4.81 0.124 
Grade level 0.77 0.28 0.472 1.64 0.67 0.224 0.42 0.28 0.201 
Classroom type 1.67 0.68 0.204 3.76 1.75 0.004 1.77 1.31 0.445 
EPP type 0.97 0.46 0.942 1.95 1.01 0.200 2.90 2.95 0.294 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 0.76 0.35 0.551 3.44 1.76 0.016 0.64 0.50 0.569 
Categorical 2.08 1.28 0.233 8.33 6.05 0.004 0.23 0.28 0.226 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 1.19 0.53 0.70 2.83 1.42 0.039 0.96 0.91 0.965 
Autism minor/certificate 2.29 1.17 0.106 4.32 2.47 0.010 0.12 0.09 0.006 
Research course 2.04 0.94 0.123 0.46 0.24 0.136 2.84 2.41 0.218 
EBP learned in teacher prep 1.74 0.66 0.144 5.17 2.33 0.000 1.23 0.80 0.747 
 P PBII PECS 
State 0.91 0.48 0.855 1.00 0.59 0.994 1.02 0.63 0.979 
Grade level 0.78 0.29 0.491 1.80 0.78 0.177 0.46 0.21 0.084 
Classroom type 2.32 0.97 0.044 1.02 0.50 0.961 4.52 2.36 0.004 
EPP type 0.82 0.39 0.680 0.71 0.39 0.536 2.53 1.54 0.127 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 1.11 0.55 0.825 2.04 1.11 0.193 1.18 0.64 0.762 
Categorical 1.01 0.68 0.986 7.64 6.65 0.019 4.36 3.63 0.076 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.90 0.41 0.815 2.09 1.11 0.163 2.29 1.29 0.138 
Autism minor/certificate 0.25 0.14 0.012 3.18 2.01 0.068 4.62 2.98 0.018 
Research course 1.22 0.57 0.666 2.71 1.55 0.082 2.00 1.19 0.243 
EBP learned in teacher prep 1.47 0.57 0.309 1.07 0.46 0.877 5.25 2.76 0.002 





Table 4.6 (continued) 
Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Knowledge 
 OR SE p OR SE p OR SE p 
 R SN TAII 
State 1.61 0.86 0.372 1.66 0.84 0.318 0.96 0.56 0.945 
Grade level 0.44 0.18 0.039 0.92 0.34 0.808 1.36 0.59 0.487 
Classroom type 2.34 1.04 0.055 2.10 0.87 0.073 0.86 0.43 0.768 
EPP type 1.16 0.59 0.770 0.89 0.41 0.807 2.89 1.69 0.069 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 0.64 0.32 0.370 1.17 0.54 0.734 5.74 3.34 0.003 
Categorical 0.45 0.31 0.239 0.74 0.45 0.623 4.80 3.83 0.049 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.53 0.25 0.184 1.82 0.82 0.184 2.02 1.13 0.207 
Autism minor/certificate 0.53 0.31 0.278 1.40 0.71 0.512 1.51 0.91 0.490 
Research course 1.52 0.74 0.386 1.26 0.61 0.630 4.49 2.72 0.013 
EBP learned in teacher prep 2.59 1.06 0.020 1.74 0.68 0.154 1.60 0.74 0.312 
 TD VM VS 
State 2.86 1.93 0.121 1.03 0.58 0.956 1.11 0.60 0.841 
Grade level 1.18 0.56 0.732 1.44 0.60 0.374 0.48 0.19 0.060 
Classroom type 1.66 0.89 0.340 2.37 1.10 0.063 1.84 0.78 0.152 
EPP type 1.50 0.89 0.495 1.10 0.57 0.853 0.81 0.40 0.666 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 3.96 2.58 0.034 0.74 0.40 0.579 3.44 1.81 0.019 
Categorical 3.58 3.42 0.182 0.98 0.71 0.980 1.62 1.13 0.487 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 2.72 1.71 0.112 1.64 0.86 0.344 1.06 0.52 0.913 
Autism minor/certificate 2.79 1.90 0.132 1.75 1.04 0.342 0.34 0.19 0.053 
Research course 0.46 0.27 0.182 1.96 1.01 0.194 1.14 0.56 0.786 
EBP learned in teacher prep 4.05 2.04 0.006 2.92 1.37 0.023 1.51 0.64 0.332 
Note: OR = Odds ratio; p<.05 appear in bold  
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Predictors of Social Validity. Predictors of social validity were explored using multiple 
linear regressions. In addition to the previously described independent variables, knowledge and 
use were also entered as potential predictors of social validity. Because social validity was only 
rated by participants with at least some degree of knowledge of the practice, each model was run 
using this relevant subset of the sample. All models met the assumptions of homoscedasticity 
using White’s test and acceptable normality of residuals via visual analysis of P-P plots. No 
significant outliers were detected. Results appear in Table 4.7.  
More frequent use was predictive of higher social validity ratings for all EBPs except 
video modeling and PECS. Greater knowledge was predictive of higher social validity for six 
EBPs (i.e., ABI, M, P, R, VM, VS). Only one element of context was significant in any of the 
social validity models. In this model, teaching at the elementary level was predictive of higher 
social validity ratings for time delay. State, classroom type, licensure area, and EPP type were 
never significant. Learning about the practice primarily in an EPP also was not associated with 
social validity for any EBPs. For two EBPs (i.e., M, P), completion of an autism minor or 
certificate was associated with lower ratings of social validity. Teachers who took a course in 
research methods were more likely to rate the social validity of DTT and reinforcement lower 
than those who did not. There were no significant contextual or preparatory predictors of social 
validity above and beyond the impacts of knowledge and use for seven EBPs. 
The social validity models for seven EBPs demonstrated small effect sizes with adjusted 
R-squared values between 0.2 and 0.5 (P: adj. R2=0.49; R: adj. R2=0.38; VS: adj. R2=0.34; DTT: 
adj. R2=0.32; M: adj. R2=0.30; TD: adj. R2=0.28; ABI: adj. R2=0.26). The models for the 
remaining five EBPs were poorly fitted with adjusted R-squared values below 0.2 (SN: adj. 





Multiple Linear Regressions of Social Validity 
 Coef SE p Coef SE p Coef SE p 
 ABI DTT M 
Knowledge 0.38 0.10 0.000 0.17 0.12 0.151 0.25 0.09 0.008 
Use 0.16 0.07 0.031 0.35 0.08 0.000 0.31 0.08 0.000 
State -0.03 0.16 0.841 0.12 0.21 0.576 -0.08 0.16 0.613 
Grade level -0.01 0.12 0.937 0.15 0.15 0.341 -0.14 0.11 0.205 
Classroom type 0.03 0.14 0.815 -0.24 0.18 0.187 0.03 0.13 0.837 
EPP type 0.23 0.16 0.162 0.18 0.20 0.351 0.00 0.15 0.990 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 0.01 0.15 0.913 0.26 0.19 0.186 0.06 0.14 0.699 
Categorical -0.03 0.21 0.882 -0.04 0.26 0.889 0.00 0.21 0.995 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.05 0.15 0.764 0.05 0.18 0.770 -0.20 0.14 0.153 
Autism minor/certificate -0.17 0.17 0.340 -0.29 0.22 0.190 -0.33 0.16 0.045 
Research course -0.31 0.17 0.066 -0.61 0.20 0.003 -0.18 0.14 0.197 
EBP learned in teacher prep 0.15 0.13 0.258 0.25 0.16 0.112 0.02 0.12 0.852 
 P PBII PECS 
Knowledge 0.33 0.08 0.000 -0.02 0.14 0.904 0.25 0.13 0.071 
Use 0.35 0.07 0.000 0.25 0.09 0.009 0.11 0.07 0.106 
State -0.21 0.14 0.144 -0.16 0.23 0.477 -0.19 0.22 0.395 
Grade level -0.06 0.10 0.546 0.03 0.17 0.852 -0.29 0.18 0.101 
Classroom type 0.07 0.11 0.526 0.12 0.19 0.533 0.26 0.22 0.242 
EPP type -0.01 0.12 0.918 -0.25 0.22 0.257 0.27 0.25 0.288 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe -0.08 0.13 0.507 -0.28 0.21 0.193 -0.08 0.21 0.703 
Categorical 0.08 0.18 0.673 -0.32 0.28 0.256 -0.33 0.29 0.256 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.07 0.12 0.594 0.24 0.21 0.238 0.09 0.21 0.679 
Autism minor/certificate -0.41 0.15 0.007 -0.07 0.23 0.753 -0.10 0.23 0.667 
Research course -0.21 0.12 0.092 -0.24 0.24 0.313 -.06 0.24 0.811 
EBP learned in teacher prep 0.15 0.10 0.140 -0.04 0.17 0.831 0.02 0.19 0.904 




Table 4.7 (continued) 
Multiple Linear Regressions of Social Validity 
 Coef SE p Coef SE p Coef SE p 
 R SN TAII 
Knowledge 0.35 0.10 0.001 0.24 0.12 0.051 0.10 0.12 0.375 
Use 0.38 0.08 0.000 0.25 0.08 0.003 0.16 0.07 0.021 
State -0.11 0.15 0.461 0.10 0.22 0.639 -0.18 0.19 0.344 
Grade level 0.03 0.12 0.812 -0.19 0.16 0.242 -0.11 0.14 0.442 
Classroom type 0.02 0.14 0.911 0.09 0.18 0.615 0.11 0.17 0.526 
EPP type 0.09 0.15 0.548 0.07 0.20 0.739 0.09 0.19 0.640 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe -0.02 0.15 0.873 0.17 0.20 0.395 0.17 0.18 0.335 
Categorical 0.09 0.20 0.653 -0.23 0.27 0.396 0.10 0.24 0.698 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.10 0.15 0.478 -0.25 0.19 0.207 0.04 0.17 0.836 
Autism minor/certificate -0.13 0.17 0.454 -0.40 0.22 0.065 -0.14 0.19 0.471 
Research course -0.35 0.15 0.020 -0.28 0.20 0.166 -0.07 0.20 0.743 
EBP learned in teacher prep 0.02 0.12 0.894 0.05 0.17 0.787 -0.11 0.15 0.471 
 TD VM VS 
Knowledge 0.11 0.13 0.406 0.33 0.16 0.035 0.37 0.10 0.001 
Use 0.33 0.09 0.000 0.10 0.08 0.191 0.24 0.07 0.000 
State 0.01 0.19 0.958 -0.35 0.25 0.160 -0.29 0.16 0.078 
Grade level -0.34 0.15 0.024 -0.07 0.18 0.699 0.11 0.12 0.337 
Classroom type -0.09 0.18 0.608 0.01 0.21 0.959 0.17 0.14 0.214 
EPP type 0.15 0.20 0.471 0.14 0.24 0.568 -0.11 0.15 0.467 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 0.04 0.20 0.846 -0.04 0.23 0.855 -0.13 0.15 0.381 
Categorical -0.07 0.25 0.779 0.36 0.32 0.265 0.14 0.20 0.488 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course -0.13 0.18 0.469 -0.05 0.22 0.806 0.07 0.14 0.620 
Autism minor/certificate -0.18 0.21 0.399 0.07 0.25 0.778 -0.29 0.16 0.078 
Research course -0.05 0.19 0.808 -0.22 0.24 0.366 -0.17 0.15 0.262 
EBP learned in teacher prep -0.05 0.16 0.749 -0.02 0.19 0.930 -0.03 0.12 0.801 
p<.05 appear in bold  
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Predictors of Use. Ordinal logistic regression models for use included knowledge and 
social validity as potential predictors of frequency of use and controlled for the number of 
students with autism on the teacher’s caseload. Categories of the dependent variable with small 
n’s were collapsed and the proportional odds assumption was verified using Brant tests. The use 
variable for DTT met the proportional odds assumption with four levels (i.e., never, less than 
weekly, weekly, daily). Modeling was collapsed to a binary variable of less than daily and daily 
usage. The remaining models relied on three collapsed levels of the dependent variable. For 
prompting and reinforcement, the three levels represented weekly or less, once daily, and more 
than once daily. The never category was maintained separately for video modeling and PECS, 
resulting in three levels of never, weekly or less, and daily. For the remaining six EBPs (i.e., 
ABI, PBII, SN, TAII, TD, VS), the three levels corresponded to less than weekly, weekly, and 
daily use. Linearity of the continuous variables with respect to the logit of the dependent variable 
was confirmed using the Box-Tidwell procedure. Again, there was no multicollinearity among 
independent variables. See Table 4.8 for complete results. 
Higher social validity ratings were associated with more frequent use for nine out of 12 
EBPs. Additionally, greater knowledge was associated with more frequent use for nine EBPs. 
The regression models for six EBPs (i.e., M, PECS, R, SN, TD, VM) did not include any 
significant predictors beyond knowledge and social validity.  
In terms of professional context, grade level taught was not predictive of use of any EBP. 
State of employment was only associated with prompting, with teaching in South Carolina 
predictive of more frequent use. Teaching in a separate setting was associated with more 
frequent use of DTT and visual schedules. Teachers who had completed alternative certification 
routes used ABI and PBII more frequently than those who had completed traditional EPPs. 
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Adapted or severe disabilities licensure was significantly associated only with the use of 
prompting, and categorical licensure was never significant. Two elements of preparation were 
predictive of less frequent use of EBPs; those who had taken an autism-specific course used 
prompting and visual schedules less often and those who had learned about DTT and TAII 
primarily in an EPP used them less often as well. Finally, completing an autism minor or 






Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Frequency of Use 
 OR SE p OR SE p OR SE p 
 ABI DTT M 
Knowledge 6.17 2.50 0.000 1.79 0.65 0.110 1.44 0.78 0.502 
Social validity 1.83 0.71 0.120 4.37 1.65 0.000 4.52 2.63 0.010 
State 1.97 1.16 0.250 3.48 2.47 0.079 2.43 2.60 0.407 
Grade level 0.50 0.23 0.137 0.41 0.21 0.081 0.98 0.67 0.972 
Classroom type 1.88 0.93 0.208 4.19 2.26 0.008 0.94 0.76 0.941 
EPP type 3.54 2.20 0.043 0.88 0.51 0.830 1.13 1.05 0.893 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 2.21 1.23 0.154 1.39 0.91 0.612 0.51 0.44 0.430 
Categorical 1.08 0.83 0.916 0.19 0.17 0.062 0.20 0.26 0.221 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.61 0.33 0.355 0.94 0.56 0.913 0.56 0.46 0.478 
Autism minor/certificate 2.90 2.00 0.121 15.01 11.67 0.000 0.55 0.53 0.535 
Research course 1.95 1.22 0.284 12.07 7.82 0.000 0.83 0.84 0.850 
EBP learned in teacher prep 1.62 0.78 0.312 0.31 0.17 0.028 1.61 1.06 0.471 
 P PBII PECS 
Knowledge 1.71 0.72 0.201 2.71 1.02 0.008 2.62 0.93 0.007 
Social validity 9.96 5.29 0.000 1.88 0.55 0.033 1.72 0.54 0.082 
State 5.57 4.47 0.033 1.07 0.64 0.911 1.97 1.11 0.231 
Grade level 0.51 0.28 0.228 1.14 0.52 0.770 1.10 0.52 0.847 
Classroom type 2.12 1.27 0.210 0.70 0.34 0.459 2.95 1.75 0.067 
EPP type 2.47 1.71 0.191 3.30 1.91 0.039 1.70 1.15 0.433 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 5.12 4.10 0.041 0.41 0.23 0.112 0.79 0.43 0.656 
Categorical 0.32 0.32 0.249 1.39 1.07 0.664 1.09 0.84 0.911 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.20 0.14 0.019 0.79 0.41 0.648 0.59 0.32 0.336 
Autism minor/certificate 0.62 0.50 0.550 6.37 4.19 0.005 1.97 1.20 0.270 
Research course 2.64 1.73 0.138 8.82 5.87 0.001 0.80 0.51 0.725 
EBP learned in teacher prep 0.78 0.41 0.628 0.71 0.31 0.434 0.95 0.44 0.907 




Table 4.8 (continued) 
Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Frequency of Use 
 OR SE p OR SE p OR SE p 
 R SN TAII 
Knowledge 3.13 1.40 0.011 3.70 1.16 0.000 4.11 1.70 0.001 
Social validity 5.65 2.25 0.000 1.91 0.50 0.013 2.33 0.92 0.032 
State 1.01 0.71 0.989 0.52 0.29 0.247 2.26 1.45 0.204 
Grade level 0.37 0.20 0.063 1.36 0.57 0.460 0.93 0.44 0.869 
Classroom type 2.25 1.32 0.167 0.76 0.38 0.579 1.69 0.88 0.310 
EPP type 1.25 0.84 0.734 1.07 0.59 0.907 1.52 0.90 0.480 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 1.49 0.99 0.551 1.80 0.96 0.269 1.18 0.70 0.784 
Categorical 0.71 0.61 0.689 2.68 1.95 0.176 0.22 0.19 0.076 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.50 0.31 0.261 1.35 0.70 0.560 1.67 1.03 0.405 
Autism minor/certificate 0.42 0.31 0.242 0.96 0.55 0.946 0.78 0.51 0.707 
Research course 2.18 1.42 0.233 1.66 0.93 0.365 1.21 0.74 0.759 
EBP learned in teacher prep 2.12 1.21 0.187 0.64 0.29 0.332 0.35 0.17 0.035 
 TD VM VS 
Knowledge 7.37 3.22 0.000 2.69 0.98 0.007 5.38 3.39 0.008 
Social validity 3.08 1.10 0.002 1.48 0.38 0.129 7.58 4.56 0.001 
State 2.56 1.58 0.127 0.83 0.49 0.754 1.02 0.83 0.977 
Grade level 0.57 0.29 0.273 0.93 0.40 0.869 0.66 0.42 0.519 
Classroom type 1.82 1.11 0.321 2.31 1.13 0.086 6.54 4.72 0.009 
EPP type 2.52 1.73 0.178 1.40 0.75 0.528 5.00 4.24 0.058 
Licensure area          
Adapted/Severe 1.14 0.72 0.832 0.82 0.42 0.704 0.40 0.34 0.283 
Categorical 1.49 1.28 0.643 0.91 0.68 0.902 1.33 1.44 0.794 
EPP autism specialization          
Autism course 0.55 0.34 0.335 0.68 0.34 0.438 0.15 0.13 0.031 
Autism minor/certificate 0.82 0.61 0.785 1.40 0.81 0.554 0.83 0.80 0.848 
Research course 0.90 0.59 0.866 2.22 1.22 0.149 9.02 7.63 0.009 
EBP learned in teacher prep 0.97 0.54 0.955 0.43 0.19 0.054 0.85 0.55 0.798 
Note: OR = odds ratio; p<.05 appear in bold  
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Summary of Quantitative Findings 
The quantitative analysis answers research questions one and two. The descriptive 
findings established the current levels of self-reported knowledge, social validity, and use among 
novice special educators in North and South Carolina. More than half of respondents reported 
having a good or great deal of knowledge of 11 out of 12 EBPs surveyed. The mean social 
validity ratings for all EBPs were in the positive range, with most individual ratings falling 
between neutral and very positive. Teachers used an average of six EBPs on a daily basis, with 
four practices (i.e., modeling, prompting, reinforcement, visual schedules) used daily by more 
than 75% of teachers. These same four practices were also the most well-known and rated the 
highest in social validity. 
Research question two sought to determine which factors were associated with novice 
teachers’ knowledge, social validity ratings, and use of EBPs, both in general and within 
individual practices. Overall, teachers’ knowledge ratings were the most likely to be associated 
with contextual and preparatory factors. Across all EBPs, teachers in separate settings, with 
adapted curriculum or severe disabilities licensure, who had taken a course on autism, and who 
learned the EBP primarily in their preparation programs self-reported greater knowledge of 
practices. Teachers rated social validity higher when they knew more about the EBP and used it 
more often. However, some elements of teacher preparation were associated with lower social 
validity ratings. Finally, teachers reported using EBPs more often when they had more 
knowledge, rated the social validity higher, and had taken a course on research methods. Within 
individual EBPs, predictive factors varied but upheld the positive associations among 
knowledge, social validity, and use.  
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These findings indicate teachers’ valuation and implementation of EBPs are highly 
individualized, practice-dependent, and not easily assumed based on teaching context or discrete 
elements of preparation. Therefore, qualitative interviews were conducted to invite a subsample 
of novice teachers to elaborate upon their beliefs and considerations when selecting and using 
EBPs in their teaching practice. Open-ended questions allowed teachers to express more nuance 
and introduce other decision-making factors than were directly addressed in the survey. These 
teachers discussed decision-making factors in reference to the EBPs they individually rated as 
frequently used and those they rated as never or rarely used. The thematic analysis of 
interviewees’ descriptions of the influence of training, context, and perceptions on their 
implementation of EBPs for students with autism responds to research question three. 
Thematic Analysis 
As previously outlined, the ten interviews were recorded, transcribed, and coded using 
constant comparative analysis techniques. Each interviewee was assigned a pseudonym for 
confidentiality. Brief profiles of each interviewee appear in Table 4.9. The coding process 
resulted in the identification of six primary themes. The first theme reflects the general attitude 
and mindset of the interviewees regarding EBPs. The remaining five themes cluster together to 
represent common drivers and barriers of implementation of EBPs by novice special educators. 










teaching Age Race/ethnicity 
Amber SC Elementary separate class BA 2 24 White 
Ben SC Elementary separate class MA 2 25 Hispanic 
Danni NC Middle school inclusion Alt. 3 34 White 
Denise NC Elementary inclusion MA 1 30 Black 
Jenna NC High school resource BA 3 28 White 
Kim NC Middle school resource BA 3 26 White/Hispanic 
Michele NC Elementary separate school Alt. 2 27 White 
Natalie NC Middle school resource Alt. 3 32 White 
Nick NC Elementary resource BA 2 25 White 
Sophie SC High school separate class BA 1 23 White 
 
Valuation of Research and EBPs 
Interviewees unanimously endorsed EBPs as important to their classroom practice. They 
overwhelmingly expressed the importance of using strategies and interventions with “proof” and 
“data behind [them].” Four interviewees specifically drew comparisons to using other practices 
not identified as evidence-based. Jenna, a high school resource teacher, described this 
juxtaposition in terms of both feasibility and outcomes, stating, “the data shows that the practices 
work, so why not use them, rather than trying to reinvent the wheel and not get the same result?”. 
In his third year of teaching elementary students in a resource setting, Nick characterized EBPs 
as “a whole lot more reliable” than techniques not supported by research. Although all seemed to 
internally value evidence-based practice, two teachers also mentioned external pressure from 
their school districts to use strategies supported by research. 
Additionally, the teachers communicated an overall willingness to implement EBPs. Ben, 
a third-year teacher of students with significant support needs, summarized this well: “I’m a 
teacher that, I’m never going to not be open-minded to try something. I think, you know, in our, 
 
85 
um, profession, flexibility is key. Being open to trying new things.” Others expressed similar 
buy-in to the general idea of using EBPs given that they have enough understanding of the 
practice and they feel it is appropriate for the student and context. These nuanced elements of 
teachers’ decision-making around the selection and implementation of specific EBPs organized 
into the following five categories of drivers and barriers. 
Drivers of and Barriers to Implementation of EBPs 
As interviewees reflected upon their choices to use or not use specific EBPs, several 
common considerations arose. These influential factors represented elements of knowledge, 
teaching context, training, and perceptions of social validity. In alignment with the survey 
results, some drivers and barriers existed across multiple EBPs, but most were identified in 
reference to a specific EBP. This evokes the notion that different teachers are likely to use 
different EBPs for different reasons. Therefore, the thematic summaries below draw attention to 
patterns across interviewees while also emphasizing individual differences. Overall, these novice 
teachers’ use of EBPs for their students with autism is: (a) knowledge-dependent; (b) goal-
directed; (c) student-centered; (d) individually-evaluated; and (e) inconsistently-supported. 
Implementation is Knowledge-Dependent. Eight of ten interviewees cited their 
unfamiliarity with an EBP as a primary reason for their lack of current implementation. When 
discussing the six practices she rarely or never used, second-year teacher Sophie expressed, “I 
haven't really heard of many of them, or I don't have enough information to, kind of, successfully 
provide to my students.” Some interviewees had no frame of reference at all for some EBPs 
while others indicated having a general idea of the practice but not knowing how to implement it 
fully. Kim, a middle school resource teacher, further implicated a lack of preparation in her 
response: “I just don’t know much about it or have any training in it [PECS].” Mirroring the six 
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practices with the lowest rates of knowledge among the survey sample, interviewees directly 
voiced unfamiliarity with DTT (five interviewees); PBII (four interviewees); video modeling, 
time delay, TAII (two interviewees each); and PECS (one interviewee).  
Additionally, half the teachers interviewed described using an EBP in a way that reflected 
a misunderstanding of its procedures. For instance, Denise described using time delay in her 
elementary inclusion class as “giving time to respond or… giving that time to deescalate” rather 
than as systematic trials with fading controlling prompts. Amber mischaracterized picture cards 
she carries on a lanyard to cue her students with moderate to severe disabilities as an example of 
PECS. Other misconceptions involved failing to distinguish TAII from using technology as a 
reward or accessibility tool and characterizing spontaneous, unstructured peer interactions as 
examples of PBII. Some of these misunderstandings led interviewees to identify EBPs as 
frequently used even though they were not implementing the practice as designed and intended. 
Implementation is Goal-Directed. When discussing their use of EBPs, all ten 
interviewees invoked at least one specific student outcome as being effectively addressed by one 
or more EBPs. Teachers referenced using EBPs to meet both curricular and individualized 
student goals. Four interviewees described addressing challenging behaviors using EBPs such as 
reinforcement, modeling, and antecedent-based interventions. Others expressed the alignment of 
EBPs with teaching social skills, communication, executive functioning skills, and activities of 
daily living. Jenna and Natalie, both secondary-level teachers, described visual schedules as a 
particularly valuable tool for transition-related goals. Jenna explained: 
I’m preparing them to go out into the world of work, you know… and so maybe a 
schedule is something that that student is used to. And so, when they go out into the job 
site or they go out into their position after high school, they can use that visual schedule 
and say, ‘okay, this is what I need to complete today,’ and they can be more independent. 
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Several teachers spoke at length about their use of social narratives to prepare students 
for novel situations or changes in routine. They suggested even though they may not use social 
narratives on a daily basis, they value them for specific goal-directed purposes. For example, 
Amber used social narratives at the beginning of the school year to introduce elements of her 
self-contained classroom structure. Ben similarly used them to prepare his young students to 
participate in a “coffee cart” school-based enterprise. Social narratives were also twice endorsed 
for preparing students for emergency drills and specifically referenced as a tool to support 
students’ return to in-person learning following the shift to virtual instruction during the COVID-
19 pandemic. 
Interviewees connected EBPs to academic goals less frequently. Nick was a Board 
Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) but perceived misalignment between school-based goals and 
DTT specifically. He stated, “I think with what teachers are oftentimes asked to teach, it doesn't 
quite lend itself as well to like a DTT program.” Michele, who taught students with significant 
support needs in a separate special education school, spoke the most about using EBPs in literacy 
instruction, including modeling sentence structure and using time delay to teach vocabulary. 
Teachers in less restrictive classroom settings seemed to emphasize using EBPs primarily for 
behavioral, functional, and social goals with less application to academic outcomes.  
Finally, three teachers also noted EBPs being well-suited to the collection and monitoring 
of data on student goals. They discussed being able to use this data to inform the development of 
Individual Education Programs (IEPs) as well as behavior intervention plans. Danni described 
using data from DTT to determine appropriate goals for middle schoolers: “To me, it's really 
easy to get the data from that and build off of, you know, what you need to for an IEP.” 
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Implementation is Student-Centered. In addition to referencing specific goals, teachers 
discussed selecting and implementing EBPs for specific student needs. One summarized this 
differential implementation with, “it really depends on the kids.” Students’ levels of functioning, 
cognitive ability, verbal skills, attention spans, and interests were all noted as considerations. For 
example, three interviewees felt that relying on peers to provide instruction using PBII would be 
difficult for their students with more significant support needs. TAII was mentioned as a 
potentially motivating strategy for students interested in technology by two teachers, although 
Danni clarified that technology could be “hit or miss.”  
Student characteristics were also often closely associated with the goals teachers chose to 
address with EBPs. Denise described relying on prompting and modeling to support students 
with more social-emotional needs than academic challenges in inclusive settings. Multiple 
interviewees expressed not needing to use PECS for communication goals due to exclusively 
teaching students who used verbal communication. Apart from this association between PECS 
and nonverbal students, teachers did not seem to conceptualize EBPs as only appropriate for one 
group of students. Other EBPs were consistently described as useful across different classroom 
settings and grade levels.  
Implementation is Individually-Evaluated. Interviewees frequently provided subjective 
appraisals of EBPs, many of which mirrored aspects of social validity. They spoke to the idea of 
individual fit with their priorities, their strengths, and their everyday realities of teaching special 
education. This personal evaluation process included judgments of feasibility, relative advantage, 




Teachers valued EBPs they viewed as “easy for me to implement.” More specifically, 
interviewees referenced time limitations related to creating materials, training peers or 
paraprofessionals, and delivering one-on-one DTT instruction. Nick described creating video 
models as “time-consuming” and Michele noted, “a lot of them require so many materials to be 
made that it can make it difficult… like PECS, or for reinforcement, we use token boards… and 
visual schedules.” Notably, there were no specific mentions of cost barriers to using any EBPs. 
Aspects of feasibility also often drove teachers’ determination of one EBP’s relative advantage 
over another. Two interviewees described preferring to use “regular” modeling as opposed to the 
more resource intensive video modeling. Despite working primarily in inclusive general 
education settings, Danni elected to use more teacher-driven strategies rather than PBII because 
“it’s a lot of effort on my point to teach a peer how to deal with them [students with autism] for 
an instructional purpose.” 
These teachers were most enthusiastic about using practices they viewed as generalizable 
across students and contexts. Foundational positive behavior supports like reinforcement, 
prompting, modeling, and ABI were described as “basic classroom management” and “a natural 
part of teaching.” Visual schedules were also valued as a fundamental component of classroom 
structure. Similarly, teachers serving caseloads of students with varied disabilities viewed EBPs, 
namely positive behavior supports, visual schedules, and social narratives, as broadly applicable 
for “any student… not just students with autism.” Six of the ten interviewees voiced a similar 
belief that EBPs designated for use with students with autism also benefit students with other 
disabilities and even those not receiving special education services. 
Lastly, teachers evaluated EBPs in light of their broader philosophies and values related 
to teaching students with autism. Philosophies described by interviewees included elements of 
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behaviorism, structured teaching, and strengths-based education. Specifically, ABI and 
reinforcement were viewed as positive and proactive strategies for behavior change. Two 
teachers mentioned TEACCH by name with several others referencing their selection of EBPs to 
support principles of structure and routine. Jenna discussed the compatibility of visual schedules 
with structured teaching, saying, “it’s so important for students with autism to know, one: what is 
expected of them, and two: what they are expected to complete in order to be finished, because 
that’s what their minds are working towards.” Natalie was the only interviewee to describe the 
impact of racial and ethnic student diversity on her use of EBPs. She framed her use of TAII 
from a strengths-based lens of equity: 
Also, being able to have a variety of ways for students to demonstrate mastery… we have 
this deficit theory because we expect all students to communicate in, like, basically a 
Anglo, upper/middle-class English, and then assume deficits are there that aren’t there. 
So, I feel like technology opens us up to, um, seeing that there aren’t necessarily deficits 
that we are assuming there are. 
It was, however, noticeable that different teachers had different degrees of personal 
commitment to a teaching philosophy. Some could clearly articulate how EBPs aligned with 
their beliefs about teaching students with autism, while others seemed less sure about which 
practices were best. Third-year teacher Michele’s ambivalence was palpable when she described 
teacher educators and colleagues being “divided” on applied behavior analysis (ABA). She 
explained she attended a “big ABA school,” but her mentor was critical of DTT and her in-
service training tended to promote more naturalistic strategies. She reflected, “it’s hard when you 
don’t have a whole lot of experience, you know, trying to navigate that,” drawing attention to the 
challenge of establishing one’s own ideology and compatible practices as a novice educator. 
Implementation is Inconsistently-Supported. Finally, teachers shared a wide variety of 
pre-service and in-service training and support, highlighting the inconsistent and often self-
directed nature of learning about EBPs. It was impossible to create a typology of the 
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interviewees; each described a unique combination of pre-service experiences, in-service 
training, mentorship, and resources accessed.  
None of the teachers strongly endorsed their educator preparation program as a primary 
source of training in EBPs for students with autism. Kim lamented that her dual licensure 
bachelor’s degree program leading to certification in both elementary education and K-12 special 
education felt like a “catch-all,” without an opportunity to specialize in autism or any other area. 
Other appraisals of preparation programs’ coverage of EBPs ranged from “a little bit of 
information” in Sophie’s undergraduate program, to “not a whole lot” in Amber’s undergraduate 
experience, to “it’s not even talked about” in Natalie’s alternative licensure program. Only one 
teacher specifically referenced taking a course focused on autism. The most frequently 
referenced courses including instruction on EBPs were behavior management courses, but most, 
like Kim, characterized these classes as only “kind of, kind of, beneficial.” Sophie did express 
learning a great deal from her extensive fieldwork with students with autism during a pre-service 
internship. 
Professional development and administrative support were similarly variable, with 
positive experiences serving to close the preparation gap for some, but not all, teachers. Four 
interviewees described having autism specialists or an autism team in their school districts to 
provide training, observation, or consultation. In-service school and district trainings were 
frequently characterized as generic or basic. As Amber shared, “a lot of it’s been stuff that we 
kind of already know, and kind of more general and broad. As far as, like, specific interventions, 
like what we could use in our specific classroom, not so much.” The most beneficial professional 
development opportunities were accessed through external organizations, including universities, 
Autism Society chapters, local service providers, and TEACCH. Sometimes these were 
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characterized as a partnership with the district and other times were accessed by teachers 
independently. Michele, who taught in a separate special education school, described the most 
comprehensive training and support provided directly through a school. There was also a clear 
benefit to the cumulative impact of pre-service education, in-service training, and classroom 
experience, summarized by second-year teacher Denise as, “it kind of clicks over time.”  
Lastly, it was evident across interviews that these novice teachers were motivated to 
continue their own professional development after their initial preparation programs but were all 
too often on their own to do so. Less than four years after receiving their initial teaching 
certification, five of the ten teachers were already enrolled in or had completed a master’s degree 
in education, BCBA certification, or an autism endorsement program. More informally, 
interviewees described building relationships and learning from more experienced teachers, 
speech-language pathologists, and ABA therapists. Almost every teacher referenced some sort of 
collegial relationship as relevant to their understanding and implementation of EBPs. 
Additionally, interviewees supplemented their knowledge by independently accessing online 
resources and training. Amber expressed, “a lot of it’s just been kind of me, my own initiative, 
going out, doing some research,” a self-directed approach echoed throughout the interviews. 
Teachers described acquiring information through databases, online training, and the internet in 






Interview Themes and Subthemes 








I feel like it's, evidence practice is the best way to tell that you're being effective as 
a educator. 
I think that it's really important, because if you just whim everything and just do it 
off what you feel like doing, there's no proof that it's gonna be beneficial to your 
kids. Especially kids with special needs, or significant needs. 
The data shows that the practices work, so why not use them, rather than trying to 










So that's [EBP] really kind of what, of course, what our district, and even, you 
know, just being in EC [Exceptional Children] really pushes toward. 
I come from a district that is pretty strong in specially designed instruction and 
pushes it very hard that you need to be able to, um, identify what specially 












Peer-based instruction intervention, I'm not really 100% sure what that means. 
I honestly don't have a lot of experience with PECS. I don't know a lot about PECS. 
Time delay and discrete trial training… uh, and technology-aided instruction and 
intervention, I just, I haven't been really familiarized with those as much. 
 
 Misundersta-







Time delay, you know, if I have a student who I'm transitioning back to class and 
they maybe have a moment of, I just want to fall out on the floor or something like 
that, it's, you know, definitely giving them the time, you know, I use time delay for 
that. 
But some of my students have oral administration and we downloaded a little thing 
on their Chrome app that could read things out loud for them on the Internet. I'm 
not sure if that falls under that category [TAII], but once again that goes back to not 
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Description of a 
behavioral 
purpose of EBP 
It's really important for my students if behaviors arise, to determine the function of 
their behaviors and that's important to prepare a plan or a direction of where we 
need to go, to help the students to be successful. 
I also model expected behaviors, um, you know… we always talk about how to 
respond to things, how are you expected to respond. 
Um, just because many of my kids come in with behaviors and they’re low IQ, so 
they need the positive reinforcement pretty regularly to shape positive behaviors. 
 





purpose of EBP 
I use modeling a lot with my literacy instruction. We model on the core board. I use 
time delay to teach vocabulary when we're doing literacy lessons. 
To me it [DTT] really can focus in on, on a skill that a kid is learning, that they 
need to work on it, they're working towards. 
 









A lot of those students that I have come in are coming in for social-emotional 
needs, not necessarily academic. So, when I am pushing in, I’m, um observing 
them on task with the class, um, they may need that occasional prompt to get 
started. 
I try to do those [social narratives] if we have something really weird going on. I do 
have those for like the drills, like fire drill, tornado drill, all those things, so I do 
use some just not every single day. 
Showing the student how to like completely dry a dish and where to place it after, it 
kind of gives them the memory and like the visual of seeing it happen and then 
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To me, it's really easy to get the data from that and build off of, you know, what 
you need to for an IEP. 
And it's easier to collect data… when you use evidence-based practices, I guess. 
We need to use data for progress monitoring, to show a baseline of where the 
student started and how effective our instruction is. Um, when teaching them, it 
















Just based on the ages of students and the severity of their autism, um, and their 
individualized needs. Like I said, every student that I've come across that has had 
autism, not one is the same. So, um, I think that has a little bit to do with, you’ve 
got to figure out which of these strategies will work for each student. 
All of my students are nonverbal, um, well they’re classified that way, minimally 
verbal, and so we use PECS with four of my students.” 
Video modeling I found a lot more useful for like my younger kids.… I think they 










of an EBP 
The video modeling I don't use as often, I think, mainly because it involves, it's 
more time-consuming. And um, you have to prepare that in advance and prepare 
the different situations and scenarios. 
Especially if you have more than one student in the classroom, which I almost 
always do, it makes it a little bit more difficult to implement a DTT program in the 
classroom. 
I guess the time of like, okay when are we gonna be able to do that [PBII] in 
everybody's schedule? Especially in middle school, since it's, um, six class, six 
periods and everybody has core instruction… I think that's what it comes down to 
for me is like scheduling and time and all that. 
Some of them, I guess, like modeling, you don't need, well, I guess you need the 
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an EBP in direct 
comparison to 
an alternative 
strategy (EBP or 
non-EBP) 
I don't feel as though my current set of students would benefit any more from video 
modeling [than modeling] if I was to do it. 
I think that by giving a technology view of things, you are giving them an 
interactive way, something different than a teacher showing them something, or a 
piece of paper, or a file folder. 
But leaving it in the hands of a peer to guide them in instruction and interventions, 









So, I think teachers just kind of naturally do that [ABI] anyways, just in the course 
of their everyday teaching without even thinking like it's an actual intervention 
that's being used. 
Each of them I’ve found to be beneficial to most kids. A lot of things I’ve learned 
that you do with kids with autism can help the typical child as well. 
I think everyone benefits from a visual schedule. 
The antecedent-based interventions, prompting, and reinforcement, I think I would 
use no matter, kind of, what classroom I'm in. 
 












With kids with autism, you really have to have that really structured environment, 
you have to have a plan, you have to have all of those things. 
It also depends on… you know, you were talking about the discrete trial training. 
Um, my school is pretty divided, with um, some people really pushing ABA. [My 
university] is a big ABA school.” 
We have this deficit theory because we expect all students to communicate in like 
basically a Anglo upper/middle-class English and then assume deficits are there 
that aren't there. So I feel like technology opens us up to seeing that there aren't 
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I think at my university, I would have to double-check for sure, but I’m almost 
100% at my university, there is not a course related to autism at all. 
I've gotten just a little bit of information at college. I got most of my information 
from hands-on actually being in the classroom during my internships. 
I have a lot to say about teacher prep but, um, yeah, I don't think that they covered 
it [EBP] at all. I mean, very, very bare minimum. Um, like, I feel like special 
education in general, was like just a catch-all, like, ‘hey here's some strategies, in 
general, for like this, that, and the other.’ 
I did have one professor that was amazing. She did a lot more when it came to like 
most of these and teaching us like interventions and behavior and things like that. 







EBPs in formal 
professional 
development as 
a novice teacher 
Because I’m moderate/severe self-contained, for the most part, we’re kind of left 
alone, which is a blessing and a curse at the same time. 
We've had a little bit [of training]… a lot of it's been stuff that we kind of already 
know, and kind of more general and broad. Um, as far as like specific interventions, 
like what we could use in our specific classroom, not so much. 
So at my school, it's a pretty small school. We have 13 teachers. All of us have 
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mentors or other 
teachers or 
professionals 
Talking to other teachers that have been teaching longer than I have in the same 
kind of setting… what do they do, what do they use, what do they see that works, 
doesn't work. 
I was also surrounded by like my first mentor was a speech pathologist for 30 years 
and she's who taught me how to do social narratives and social stories with 
students. So if I hadn't have had her, who knows if I ever would have engaged in 
that. 
When we did sit down and collaborated with all the other teachers across the 
district on what we can do to better support the students, it kind of gave me a good 








So a lot of it's just been kind of me, my own initiative, going out, doing some 
research. 
I've seen some ideas on Pinterest and other Internet sources. 
I have sought, I have probably sought out the majority of it [professional 
development] by myself. 
I also completed a master's degree program in applied behavior analysis. Um, 





Integration of Findings 
This research reiterates foundational behavioral practices and visual schedules as the 
most well-known, well-received, and oft-implemented EBPs for students with autism. Findings 
also confirm positive associations among knowledge, social validity, and use of EBPs by novice 
special educators. Themes from the qualitative interviews add further nuance to the 
understanding of EBP implementation as knowledge-dependent, goal-directed, student-centered, 
individually-evaluated, and inconsistently-supported. 
The analyses suggest knowledge and social validity are primary implementation drivers 
of EBPs in general, but also reveal additional, unique implementation drivers for individual 
EBPs. The range of significant predictors identified for knowledge and social validity of 
different EBPs likewise suggest teachers’ expertise and personal judgments develop differently 
for different practices. This notion is supported by the qualitative data, in which interviewees 
typically described their implementation decisions on a practice-by-practice basis. The impact of 
pre-service preparation was variable and, at times, unexpected. Less than half of surveyed 
teachers had learned about any given EBP primarily through an educator preparation program. 
This mode of training, however, was a significant predictor of greater knowledge. No singular 
preparatory experience emerged as clearly better or worse in either the quantitative or qualitative 
results. The survey data revealed paradoxical findings, with completion of a research course 
associated with lower social validity but higher likelihood of daily use of EBPs. The 
idiosyncratic combinations of teachers’ pre-service program elements, in-service training 




Social validity ratings were almost never associated with contextual factors, suggesting 
specific EBPs are not necessarily seen as more appropriate and feasible in any one setting or 
grade level. However, teachers in separate special education classrooms and schools rated their 
knowledge of EBPs higher than teachers in resource or inclusive classrooms. Interview results 
suggest implementation decisions are more likely to be based on individual student needs and 
goals than on broader categories like grade level or classroom setting. The combination of 
inferential analyses and qualitative themes illustrates the complexity of teachers’ decision-
making processes involving varied and nuanced elements of social validity and their interactions 
with preparation and teaching context. EBPs seem most likely to be used when teachers “buy in” 
to their importance and view them as doable and well-matched to their individual needs.  
Educator preparation programs can set the stage for future implementation by 
establishing prior knowledge and acceptance of EBPs. In-service training and support can fill the 
gaps existing between initial preparation and the specific context of teachers’ first classrooms. In 
tandem with these learning experiences, novice teachers develop professional wisdom to assess 
EBPs’ degree of “fit” with their needs and values. All these elements interact in relation to the 
specific goals, procedures, and outcomes of an EBP to drive teachers’ individualized decisions 





The purpose of this research was to gain an understanding of how novice teachers 
perceive and use evidence-based practices (EBPs) for students with autism and how those 
perceptions and implementation practices are connected to their pre-service preparation 
experiences. This mixed methods study considered novice teachers’ knowledge, perceptions, and 
use of 12 EBPs identified for use with students with autism. The persistent research-to-practice 
gap in special education can be better addressed by clarifying the driving forces behind teachers’ 
EBP implementation. This is particularly valuable for the newest teachers entering their first 
classrooms in today’s evidence-based climate. This chapter explores emerging patterns in the 
knowledge, social validity, and use of EBPs along with interpretations of the key implementation 
drivers for novice teachers. Implications for practice and future research are discussed in detail. 
The present study’s exploration of novice teachers’ perspectives and experiences provides 
valuable information for improving educator preparation programs and induction support in the 
critical early period of a teacher’s career. 
This study was designed to connect subjective and contextual elements of teachers’ 
practice to their implementation of EBPs. The survey results revealed inconsistencies and 
idiosyncrasies in relevant factors for different EBPs, although knowledge and social validity 
emerged as important precursors to implementation. Few consistent predictors of social validity 
appeared in the quantitative analyses, again highlighting the personalized nature of teachers’ 
perceptions. Interviews with a purposive subsample were conducted to detect other 
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considerations in EBP implementation not addressed by the survey. The qualitative analysis 
highlighted other components of social validity beyond acceptability and feasibility. Specifically, 
these novice teachers valued EBPs compatible with their teaching philosophy, generalizable 
across students and contexts, and preferable to other practices when addressing specific student 
needs and goals. 
The descriptive and inferential survey findings combined with qualitative interview 
themes represent the vital relationships among training, personal evaluation, and contextual 
elements of novice special educators’ EBP use. These results reveal the current state of 
implementation and the complexities of implementation drivers, with implications for pre-
service and in-service training, future program evaluations, and implementation science research. 
The Current State of Implementation 
The descriptive survey findings fell into clear alignment with previous research 
establishing teachers’ frequent use of prompting, modeling, reinforcement, and visual schedules 
(Knight et al., 2019; McNeill, 2019; Sulek et al., 2019). This sample of novice teachers 
represented a distinct division in implementation between these four EBPs and the other eight 
practices surveyed. This suggests an early focus on such foundational practices, perhaps due to 
behaviorist philosophies of educator preparation programs (Barnhill et al., 2014) and/or to the 
practices’ utility to classroom management beyond the population of students with autism (Hsiao 
& Sorensen Petersen, 2019). More complex behavioral interventions, such as time delay and 
discrete trial training (DTT), were used less frequently. However, these practices rely on 
reinforcement, modeling, and prompting as underlying components (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). 
The strong basis of knowledge and social validity of such prerequisite practices could be better 
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leveraged by educator preparation programs (EPPs) and in-service training to support educators’ 
continued development beyond the basics. 
The use of the same measurement scales in a previous survey of special educators in 
North Carolina (McNeill, 2019) allowed a unique opportunity for direct comparison between the 
two samples. In general, the present investigation’s group of novice teachers reported being less 
knowledgeable about all 12 EBPs on the same self-reported scale. However, the mean social 
validity ratings by these novice teachers were higher than McNeill’s (2019) broader sample for 
all EBPs except TAII and PECS. These differences suggest novice teachers may hold more 
positive views of EBPs but also have lower confidence in their understanding of those EBPs. 
Patterns of social validity ratings for individual EBPs were remarkably similar to previous 
findings of surveyed special educators and general educators (McNeill, 2019; Sulek et al., 2019). 
These results again confirm the most positive perceptions of visual schedules and foundational 
behavioral practices and less favorable views of DTT, video modeling, and PBII. Nevertheless, 
novice teachers’ overall acceptance of EBPs evidenced by participants’ positive social validity 
ratings is promising for the future of EBP implementation in special education.  
When compared to the broader sample of teachers across all experience levels (McNeill, 
2019), a greater proportion of the novice teachers in this study reported daily implementation of 
six specific EBPs (i.e., visual schedules, modeling, ABI, time delay, video modeling, and PBII). 
These novice teachers also reported more daily use of EBPs in general than Knight et al.’s 
(2019) sample of 535 special educators. The qualitative data in the present investigation further 
revealed teachers’ overall positive valuation of research and willingness to implement EBPs in 
practice. If, as the direction of research findings from the past decade (Knight et al., 2019; 
McNeill, 2019; Morrier et al., 2011) suggests, more teachers are using EBPs consistently and 
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teachers are embracing EBPs early in their careers, the access to evidence-based instruction for 
students with autism appears to be on a positive path forward. 
Complexities of Implementation Drivers 
The present study’s results coalesced to reveal how varied experiences and perceptions 
impacted novice teachers’ implementation of EBPs. In alignment with the Theory of Planned 
Behavior, teachers’ knowledge, background factors, and beliefs and attitudes about 
implementing EBPs were all associated with their implementation (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). 
Overall, familiarity and social validity had a convincing effect on EBP use. Novice teachers’ 
selection and implementation of EBPs represented a complex process involving the interactions 
among the practices and the people involved. The overall trends across the full survey sample 
combined with the nuanced elaboration from the interview subsample revealed the importance of 
novice teachers’ initial understandings and perceptions of EBPs. Teachers reported highly 
variable experiences of preparation specific to EBPs and students with autism. Discrete elements 
of preparation, such as completion of autism coursework or specializations, did not consistently 
increase implementation, although more exposure to research in general had a significant effect. 
Collectively, these results suggest a need for a strong knowledge foundation coupled with 
professional wisdom to match EBPs with individualized needs in order to achieve the most 
effective teaching of students with autism. 
The Role and Development of Knowledge  
As expected, teachers who reported a greater understanding of an EBP were more likely 
to use it in their daily teaching practice. Interviewees often implicated a simple lack of 
familiarity with an EBP as the primary reason for not using it. Although this strong association 
between knowledge and use has been well established previously (McNeill, 2019; Paynter et al., 
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2018; Sulek et al., 2019), the mechanisms behind teachers’ knowledge development have been 
less clear. In the survey sample, knowledge of EBPs was influenced by both contextual factors 
and elements of preparation, with a range of different significant predictors for specific EBPs. 
The greater knowledge levels reported by surveyed teachers with adapted curriculum or severe 
disabilities licensure types suggest prioritization of EBP training for those planning to teach 
students with more significant support needs. This pattern continued into teachers’ first 
classroom placements, with teachers in more restrictive classroom settings for students with 
disabilities also exhibiting more knowledge of EBPs. The theme of inconsistent support 
emerging from qualitative data furthers this notion, with teachers in separate special education 
and schools describing more opportunities for training and support. Across all surveyed teachers, 
having learned about an EBP in an educator preparation program (EPP) significantly contributed 
to their understanding, underscoring the vital training role played by pre-service coursework and 
fieldwork (Scheeler et al., 2016).  
Social Validity as a Fundamental Factor 
Establishing positive perceptions of EBPs is essential to improving implementation 
(Hugh et al., 2020; Jones, 2009; Sulek et al., 2019). This is made abundantly clear by the 
significant association between social validity ratings and daily use in the mixed-effect model 
and for most of the individual EBPs surveyed. Indeed, the use of six of those EBPs had no 
significant predictors of daily use beyond the two subjective ratings of knowledge and social 
validity. Teachers are overwhelmingly making implementation decisions using their own 
professional wisdom, assessing EBPs’ acceptability and feasibility for their individual 
circumstances (Knight et al., 2019). 
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 The qualitative data expanded upon the survey instrument’s conceptualization of social 
validity. Interviewed teachers described a complex process of individually evaluating EBPs and 
aligning their selection and implementation with their students’ needs and goals. Previous 
research with special educators has similarly identified social validity as a judgment guided by 
individualized needs (Greenway et al., 2013; Knight et al., 2019). Special educators interviewed 
in Greenway et al.’s (2013) investigation expressed that “individual student needs were far and 
away the most important piece of ‘evidence’ used to make decisions” (p. 466). Due to this 
interaction between perceptions and objectives, social validity is a highly personalized judgment. 
Jones’ (2009) work typologizing novice special educators by their views of research 
resulted in three distinct categories: (1) definitive supporters; (2) cautious consumers; and (3) 
critics. The subsample of interviewees in the present study primarily aligned themselves as 
supporters of research, with a few expressing some caution but none voicing the doubt and 
distrust of Jones’ (2009) group of critics. Nevertheless, teachers in the present investigation 
reported varying degrees of implementation of each of the 12 EBPs, which they explained as 
driven by their knowledge, goals, student characteristics, and personal evaluation. This reliance 
on attitudes and beliefs about the specific EBP in question is consistent with previous research 
revealing no significant association between general attitudes toward research and frequency of 
EBP use (McNeill, 2019; Reding et al., 2014). Rather, perceptions of individual elements of 
social validity shape teachers’ implementation decisions on a practice-by-practice basis. 
The selection of six items from the Usage Rating Profile – Intervention (Revised; 
Chafouleas et al., 2011) demonstrated appropriate reliability to represent a single construct of 
social validity, but subsequent qualitative data introduced the likelihood of additional relevant 
subjective considerations. The survey quantified an EBP’s social validity through: (a) personal 
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enthusiasm; (b) acceptability for meeting students’ needs; (c) procedural complexity; (d) time 
intensity; (e) material resource intensity; and (f) support from administration. Yet, interviewed 
teachers further described weighing the relative advantage of one practice over another; 
assessing the ability to use an EBP across varied students, settings, and goals; and valuing those 
EBPs aligned with their philosophical orientation. These results illustrate Leko’s (2014) 
observation that “social validity is not a static and finite construct but is much more complex 
than is reflected in intervention literature” (p. 284). Knight and colleagues (2019) identified the 
top two influential factors on teachers’ implementation decisions as “individual student needs” 
and “my own professional judgment,” both of which similarly evoke the interactions between 
beliefs, contexts, and practices. Teachers’ evaluation processes are multifaceted and simply 
cannot be captured by the one-dimensional consumer satisfaction ratings frequently touted as 
evidence of social validity (Callahan et al., 2017; Leko, 2014). 
Mixed Impacts of Educator Preparation Experiences 
Pre-service preparation primarily impacted implementation indirectly as mediated by 
knowledge. For instance, although learning about an EBP primarily through an educator 
preparation program (EPP) contributed to knowledge levels, it was not independently predictive 
of daily implementation. This supports the notion that teachers will implement the EBPs with 
which they are most familiar, whether that knowledge is gained from pre-service or in-service 
training (Morrier et al., 2011). Importantly, there is also likely to be a cumulative impact on 
implementation. More than one-third of teachers who reported that an EBP was covered in their 
EPP selected a different training type as the primary mode by which they had gained their 
knowledge. These teachers may have learned about the practice in pre-service training but 
attributed more value to contextualized and hands-on in-service training (Scheeler et al., 2016). 
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This idea also appeared in the interview themes, with several teachers referencing the cumulative 
nature of their training, with their understanding of EBPs “clicking” only after multiple learning 
and application opportunities. 
The completion of a research course during an EPP was associated with daily use of 
EBPs in the mixed-effect model. Interestingly, none of the interviewees mentioned a research 
course in their discussions of preparation and training relevant to EBP implementation. They did, 
however, perceive research as relevant and important to their teaching. The survey item broadly 
asked about taking a “course on research methods,” which could include both introductory 
content-driven courses and more applied action research courses (Vaughan & Burnaford, 2016). 
Perhaps taking a course on research methods served to “demystify” the research process, 
improving pre-service candidates’ ability to interpret and apply findings from the field as 
informed consumers of research (Harrison et al., 2006). The inclusion of a research course in an 
educational program of study could also be a barometer of an EPP’s overall philosophical 
orientation. In other words, these programs may prioritize inquiry skills and integrate research, 
including EBPs, across their curriculum (Vaughan & Burnaford, 2016).  
Alternatively, completion of a research course was negatively associated with social 
validity, as was earning an autism minor or certificate. These relationships were unexpected, as 
autism specialization and research training in the pre-service period are generally viewed as 
positive elements of EPPs (Barnhill et al., 2014; Scheeler et al., 2016). Some elements of 
program structure could shed light on these relationships. EPPs offering autism minors or 
certificates may ultimately be less cohesive, presenting autism as a standalone issue or 
unintentionally limiting coverage and meaningful application of EBPs across varied aspects of 
pedagogy and practice. With qualitative data from this sample highlighting the importance of 
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viewing EBPs as generalizable across student populations and settings, this segmentation of 
preparation may harm social validity perceptions. Autism specializations are also highly variable 
across EPPs, representing a range of foci and typically lacking comprehensive guidelines or 
standard competencies (Barnhill et al., 2011). Because of the limited geographic range of this 
sample, the EPPs attended by participants who completed minors or certificates in autism may 
share other unmeasured commonalities that ultimately influenced teachers’ judgments.  
The lower social validity ratings by teachers who completed a research methods course in 
their EPP are even more surprising because these teachers were ultimately more likely to use 
EBPs daily. Perhaps these teachers have built more of a critical stance on research and EBPs 
through their EPP experiences (Fueyo & Koorland, 1997; Harrison et al., 2006), leading to more 
discernment in their ratings of acceptability and feasibility. It is important to note that all EBPs 
were rated positively on the social validity scale by more than three-fourths of survey 
respondents, with eight of those rated positively by more than 90% of teachers. Therefore, most 
of the variance in ratings exists between neutral opinions and the most positive opinions. Less 
positive ratings by teachers with specific preparatory experiences should not be misconstrued as 
evidence of poor social validity. 
The Limited Influence of Teaching Setting 
The 12 EBPs included in this study were selected due to their research basis for use 
across student age ranges and multiple outcome areas (Steinbrenner et al., 2020). Consequently, 
we would not expect these practices to be more appropriate or useful in one grade level or 
classroom setting than another. No elements of context were predictive of social validity ratings 
in the mixed-effect model, affirming EBPs’ comparable acceptability and feasibility in various 
environments. Once again, the qualitative themes emphasized the goal-directed and student-
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centered nature of EBP selection. Leko and colleagues (2019) recommend “a first step in 
evaluating the contextual fit of an EBP is assessing the alignment between students’ 
characteristics such as academic, behavioral, social/emotional, language, and cultural needs with 
the research evidence of the EBP” (p. 291). Interviewees in the present study echoed matching 
EBPs to individual student needs rather than to classroom types or grade level. 
Additionally, characteristics of teaching settings were not associated with more frequent 
implementation of EBPs in general. The similarity in daily use between elementary and 
secondary teachers is an encouraging sign of continued access to EBPs from kindergarten 
through high school graduation. Two interviewees who taught in middle and high schools 
specifically highlighted the value of EBPs for supporting students’ postsecondary transition 
goals. Their approval and implementation of EBPs like visual schedules and technology-aided 
interventions endorsed the use of rigorous instruction relevant to postsecondary outcomes as 
called for by adolescent autism researchers (Test et al., 2014). Although teaching in a separate 
setting was predictive of higher knowledge, classroom type was not related to daily use of EBPs. 
Appropriately serving students with autism in the least restrictive environment includes ensuring 
access to knowledgeable teachers and interventions with evidence of efficacy (Koegel et al., 
2012; Leach & Duffy, 2009). Again, the equal provision of EBPs to students with autism in 
inclusive, resource, and separate settings within this sample is reassuring. 
Practice-Specific Implementation Drivers  
As previously noted, there were no statistically significant predictors of more frequent 
use beyond knowledge and social validity for six EBPs. Those practices were modeling, PECS, 
reinforcement, social narratives, time delay, and video modeling. PECS was, however, 
specifically identified in the interviews as a practice teachers targeted for use with nonverbal 
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students, an element not directly measured by the survey. Otherwise, data indicate these six 
EBPs were not being disproportionately implemented in one context or by teachers with specific 
training experiences. Again, understanding, acceptability, and feasibility support teachers’ 
professional wisdom for EBP selection and implementation across school environments (Cook et 
al., 2008).  
There were some noteworthy implementation drivers of several other EBPs. Discrete trial 
training (DTT) exhibited the most significant predictors of use, being used more often by 
teachers in separate settings and those who had completed an autism minor or certificate or taken 
a research course. Conversely, DTT was used less often by teachers who primarily learned about 
it during their EPP. Due to its intensive nature and typical provision in one-on-one environments, 
DTT can be particularly challenging to implement with fidelity in general education settings 
(Flores & Ganz, 2014). Further, as a relatively more complex practice stemming from applied 
behavior analysis (Steinbrenner et al., 2020), DTT may be viewed as a more advanced 
intervention reserved for those “specializing” in autism. Information about DTT provided in EPP 
courses may be more surface-level than in targeted in-service training. The same negative 
relationship appeared between EPP coverage and use of TAII. In this case, EPPs could be 
introducing TAII as an “umbrella term” for varied strategies and interventions (Sam et al., 2020) 
whereas workshops or coaching provide more specificity.  
A final notable relationship was the predictive value of alternative licensure pathways 
(e.g., Teach for America, lateral entry) on novice teachers’ use of ABI and PBII. Alternative 
pathways to licensure are on the rise in response to teacher shortages and subject to much 
controversy over their effectiveness and benefits as compared to traditional routes (Quigney, 
2010; Rosenberg et al., 2007). Alternative certification was not associated with greater 
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knowledge or social validity ratings but nevertheless contributed to increased use of these two 
EBPs. One analysis of alternative EPP completers suggests a substantial portion of these teachers 
have previous training or experience in general education or as paraprofessionals (Rosenberg et 
al., 2007), backgrounds which may signify greater comfort involving general education peers via 
PBII or implementing ABI as proactive classroom modifications. On a small scale, the 
interviewees in the present investigation were representative of this trend. Of the three 
alternatively certified teachers interviewed, two were former paraprofessionals and the third had 
taught in private schools before seeking licensure.  
Teachers’ Development of Professional Wisdom 
As professionals, teachers choose, use, assess, and adapt myriad instructional practices 
every day. As evidenced by the multifaceted roles of knowledge, social validity, and context in 
the present investigation, the implementation of EBPs is no simple process. Even very early in 
their careers, novice teachers are developing the professional wisdom to select, adapt, assess, 
integrate, and deliver EBPs in their classrooms (Cook et al., 2008). The qualitative data 
illustrated this process as decidedly individualized, with particular attention given to the needs 
and goals of students. The interviewed teachers exemplified the CEC’s professional standard to 
“consider individual abilities, interests, learning environments, and cultural and linguistic factors 
in the selection, development, and adaptation of learning experiences for individuals with 
exceptionalities” (CEC, 2015, p. 5).  
In addition, teachers detailed numerous considerations in their personal evaluations of 
EBPs. Moving beyond the elements of acceptability and feasibility addressed by the survey, they 
described other elements of social validity including relative advantage, generalizability, and 
compatibility with larger philosophies of teaching. Although relative advantage is identified as 
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an implementation driver in the Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research (CFIR), 
generalizability and philosophical compatibility are not well captured by this model except 
perhaps as elements of “beliefs about the intervention” (Damschroder et al., 2009). These novel 
implementation drivers offer a glimpse into unique concerns relevant to special educators.  
Generalizability arose as a particularly distinctive value of the subsample. The 
desirability of EBPs viewed as useful for students with and without autism and that could be 
incorporated “naturally” into classrooms helped to explain the widespread use of EBPs like 
modeling, prompting, reinforcement, and visual schedules. Others have previously noted the 
importance of EBPs integrating into existing teaching practices and being easily transferred to 
paraprofessionals and other teachers, two additional elements related to generalizability 
(Klingner et al., 2003; Leko et al., 2019). This facet of social validity is especially valuable in the 
context of generalist licensure policies and the assignment of students with diverse disabilities 
and needs to be served by a single special educator (Scheeler et al., 2016). Practices with broader 
applicability are likely to be viewed as more efficient and useful for cross-categorical caseloads.  
Lastly, while not all interviewed teachers invoked theories or philosophies such as 
behaviorism or structured teaching in their discussions of EBPs, several used these to frame their 
selection of practices. Gelfuso et al. (2013) proposed the term “warranted assertabilities” to 
capture the combination of theory and personal experience that guides teachers’ practice. 
Interviewed teachers described believing in higher order philosophies and integrating them into 
their professional decision-making. They were confident in asserting students with autism 
needed structure, visuals, or proactive behavioral supports. These principles shaped their 
valuation of individual EBPs as compatible or incompatible with a broader belief system. This 
use of theory to guide action has been advanced as a hallmark of teachers’ professionalism 
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(Gelfuso et al., 2013; Odom, 2016). Taken together with feasibility and acceptability, these 
evaluations of philosophical compatibility, generalizability, and relative advantage help to 
explain novice teachers’ development of subjective beliefs and, ultimately, their application of 
professional wisdom. 
Implications for Practice 
The present analysis provides a new and nuanced understanding of EBP implementation 
by novice teachers who were prepared within the recent era of evidence-based practice in special 
education. The rates of daily use and generally positive valuations of social validity by these new 
teachers are promising signs for the future of special education, but nevertheless remain subject 
to inconsistencies in preparation and support. The combined qualitative and quantitative results 
highlight the integral role of professional wisdom in teachers’ implementation decisions. These 
decisions are not made based solely on the elements of practices nor are they made merely in 
consideration of discrete characteristics of the educational environment. Instead, teachers weave 
together their background knowledge, their perceptions of EBPs, and the goals and needs of their 
individual students to select and apply appropriate strategies. The complexities and interactions 
of these implementation drivers introduce new possibilities for teacher preparation and training, 
program evaluation, and implementation science research. 
The multifaceted and intersecting impacts of preparation and perception of EBPs for 
students with autism should inform new perspectives on training. Although the field has made 
concerted efforts to improve dissemination through accessible and practitioner-friendly formats 
(Sam et al., 2020), teachers, especially those new to the classroom, cannot be expected to take on 
the burden of learning about EBPs alone. Specifically, EBP implementation can be bolstered by 
expanding the depth and breadth of pre-service autism coursework, targeting in-service 
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professional development to individualized needs, and supporting novice teachers’ development 
of professional wisdom in the context of evidence-based practice. 
Improving Pre-Service Preparation in Autism 
As it stands, there is no standardization of autism-specific coursework, concentrations, or 
certification across EPPs and states (Barnhill et al., 2014; Hart & Malian, 2013; Masterson et al., 
2014). Few states require separate endorsements to teach students with autism, with most instead 
opting for cross-categorical licensure structures (Hart & Malian, 2013; Sindelar et al., 2019). 
With teachers largely teaching heterogeneous students in terms of disability areas, a pre-service 
program singularly focused on autism would seem to make little sense. However, with students 
with autism making up 11% of the current student population receiving special education 
services (Hussar et al., 2020), all special educators will likely be responsible for teaching at least 
one student with autism. They must be prepared to do so with effective, evidence-based 
strategies.  
EPPs offering autism-specific courses and programs should certainly not discontinue this 
specialized programming. However, relegating discussion of autism only to those environments 
does a disservice to the teachers who do not opt into elective courses on autism or choose to 
pursue autism-specific minors or endorsements. Even those teachers who do not complete such 
specializations need to be ready to teach the students with autism in their future classrooms. In 
pursuit of this goal, Masterson and colleagues (2014) put forth recommended standards for 
undergraduate preparation specific to autism, emphasizing the need for: (a) coverage in multiple 
courses; (b) interdisciplinary instruction; (c) inclusion of a range of autism-related topics (e.g., 
diagnosis, assessment, theory, intervention); and (d) embedded application through field 
experiences. Others have further suggested the necessity of aligning course content with the most 
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contemporary understandings of autism and EBPs (Marder & DeBettencourt, 2015). EPPs have a 
responsibility to continually update coursework according to the rapidly evolving evidence. 
Further, for programs not offering autism specializations, there is no reason such topics as 
assessment strategies, learning environments, and communication supports for students with 
autism cannot be embedded into other, broader courses. In fact, enlacing EBPs throughout the 
curriculum could be leveraged to highlight their generalization beyond students with autism and 
thus encourage more inclusive practice.  
Given the current incidence rate of 1 in 54 children diagnosed with autism (Maenner et 
al., 2020), an increased focus on autism should be integrated across all types of traditional and 
alternative EPPs. Undergraduate programs have the benefit of longer timelines, which may lend 
itself best to a course or course sequence specifically designed to provide instruction on autism 
and EBPs (Masterson et al., 2014). With more accelerated programs of study, EPPs leading to 
master’s degrees will likely need to integrate autism content throughout their coursework. Once 
again, graduate certificates or minors in autism should not be viewed as substitutes for a 
program’s comprehensive inclusion of EBPs. In traditional preparation programs, field 
experiences should also be carefully selected to advance pre-service teachers’ knowledge and 
positive valuation of EBPs. Simply increasing the number or duration of internships will not be 
sufficient without ensuring mentor teachers, most of whom were likely trained before the EBP 
movement, can provide high-quality modeling and coaching in EBP implementation (Gelfuso et 
al., 2013). Providing such EBP-rich environments for field placements requires strong 
partnerships and the provision of training and support to mentor teachers and schools. The 
comprehensive improvement of EPPs will require a deep analysis of all program components 
and their contribution to EBPs’ social validity and implementation. 
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Alternative licensure programs will likely have some unique considerations. Because 
these programs often enroll second-career teachers or individuals with previous experience as 
paraprofessionals or general educators (Rosenberg et al., 2007), many teacher candidates begin 
alternative EPPs with preconceptions and experiences misaligned with evidence-based practice. 
Engaging in a purposeful process of unlearning non-EBPs will set candidates on the path toward 
EBP implementation. Alternative preparation programs are also frequently criticized for an 
overreliance on on-the-job training and early entry into primary teaching roles (Quigney, 2010). 
These EPPs could benefit from utilizing competency-based training modules to build candidates’ 
EBP knowledge and provide opportunities for simulated practice. Then, additional mentorship 
and supervision in the authentic classroom environment could support the transfer of skills.  
Providing Targeted In-Service Support 
Because EPPs are typically required to prepare special educators as generalists for 
licensing purposes (Scheeler et al., 2016), teachers often enter their first classrooms with limited 
specific knowledge of or experience with their assigned student population or grade level. 
Administrators may find that “newly certified teachers [do] not necessarily possess the depth and 
breadth of skills necessary to meet the needs of students with autism” (Hart & Malian, 2013, p. 
10). Just as pre-service programs must evaluate how to improve their training specific to autism, 
so too must school systems think about their role in bridging general preparation into 
individualized practice during the induction period. Given the high rate of novice special 
educator attrition (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008), stakeholders at all levels of state, district, and 




The process of professional development in the first few years of a teaching career was 
described as surprisingly self-directed by interviewees, with a great deal of variance in 
opportunities even within only two states. Supporting novice teachers’ transition into their own 
classrooms should involve differentiated professional development purposefully identified to fill 
gaps in understanding as identified by teachers’ reflections or evaluation cycles (Desimone & 
Garet, 2015). A centralized system of differentiated professional development at the district level 
can provide a wider range of training opportunities to meet teachers’ diverse needs than an 
individual school would be able to support. For example, teachers may pursue targeted micro-
credentials on specific areas of need, be matched with online experiences or workshops using 
evaluation data, or engage in job-embedded coaching models. A second priority should involve 
providing teachers access to and training in reliable and valid sources of information on EBPs, 
such as practitioner-friendly journals and high-quality web-based resources (Collins et al., 2017; 
Marder & DeBettencourt, 2015). State and district administrators in special education are 
integral in curating these resources and removing barriers to entry; for instance, districts could 
direct funding toward teachers’ membership in professional organizations like the Council for 
Exceptional Children or offer subscriptions to scholarly publications. 
Induction support programs also frequently entail mentorship models between novice and 
veteran teachers as a form of both personal and professional support. Nearly all surveyed and 
interviewed teachers reported relying on colleagues to learn about EBPs, a finding consistent 
with other work suggesting that teachers tend to trust information shared by other teachers and 
practitioners more than information from researchers or teacher preparation courses (Knight et 
al., 2019; Landrum et al., 2002). The danger inherent in this preference is the possibility of 
mentors recommending outdated or non-evidence-based practices. It has been asserted that field 
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experiences and induction programs “that are not expertly mentored could lead to grave 
misunderstandings about teaching and learning” (Gelfuso et al., 2013, p. 3). To benefit from the 
high value novice teachers place on more experienced colleagues’ advice, school systems must 
ensure induction programs involve purposefully selected and trained mentor teachers and a 
structured process for performance feedback in EBP implementation (Collins et al., 2017; 
Trembath et al., 2019). District leaders in both special education and professional development 
should collaborate to develop formalized mentorship plans designed to meet the unique needs of 
special educators, including their confidence and competence in instructing students with autism. 
Mentor teachers should be equipped with a mastery of EBPs and an understanding of the 
coaching process. Additionally, schools must appropriately compensate mentors and provide 
dedicated contact time for collaboration and coaching. 
Prioritizing the Development of Professional Wisdom  
The complex and idiosyncratic factors influencing novice teachers’ decision-making and 
implementation of EBPs for students with autism accentuate the role of individualization in 
special education practice. In pursuing the CEC’s initial preparation standards, teacher educators 
must prepare novice teachers to “select, adapt, and use a repertoire of evidence-based 
instructional strategies to advance learning of individuals with exceptionalities” (CEC, 2015, p. 
5). This professional wisdom is vital to the role of the special educator but cannot be expected to 
materialize on its own (Cook et al., 2008). Instead, pre-service educators and in-service 
professional development providers should work to develop this competency by (a) guiding 
teachers to an understanding of theories and philosophies underlying their practice; (b) including 
activities of reflection and problem solving; (c) building skills in the critical evaluation of 
research; and (d) preparing teachers as conscious curators of resources. 
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First, pre-service and in-service training provide a foundation of theory and philosophy 
on which teachers build their own personal theories of practice (Odom, 2016). Teacher educators 
must avoid the historic trap of separating theory from practice, instead offering opportunities for 
pre-service teachers to integrate underlying principles with practical experiences (Gelfuso et al., 
2013). For instance, pre-service teachers could write a personal philosophy of education, 
detailing their beliefs on teaching, teachers, and students drawn from coursework and field 
experiences. They might identify the theoretical underpinnings of activities in a lesson plan they 
develop. In Odom’s (2016) view, “a key feature differentiating professionals from technicians is 
understanding the theoretical knowledge that underlies effective action” (p. 21). Teachers trained 
to situate their instructional decisions within both formal theories and a personal theory of 
practice will be better prepared to implement EBPs they believe in. 
Second, reflective practice supports teachers’ understanding of their own values, a self-
awareness that is key to applying professional wisdom. Incorporating reflective activities into 
pre-service courses help future teachers determine what kind of teacher they aim to be. Problem 
solving activities, especially those actively incorporating elements of cognitive dissonance such 
as dilemmas, debates, and authentic case studies, further this uncovering of one’s own beliefs 
(Newman Thomas, 2014).  
In addition to looking inward, pre-service and novice teachers need support in looking 
outward at both research and practical resources. In the rapidly evolving field of education, 
teachers must be prepared as lifelong learners. Learning about the process and methods of 
research and the criteria for EBP identification in pre-service preparation will set teachers on a 
path toward continued understanding and evaluation of the empirical evidence base in special 
education (Marder & DeBettencourt, 2015; Newman Thomas, 2014). This instruction must also 
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support teachers’ ability to identify trustworthy sources of information in their selection and 
application of EBPs. Recent increases in free, accessible online resources such as the Autism 
Focused Intervention Resources and Modules (AFIRM) and the Autism Internet Modules (AIM) 
offer training, data sheets, and guidelines from reputable sources (Sam et al., 2018). These 
resources should be supplemented by instruction in the evaluation of information on websites 
and blogs, sources frequently utilized by teachers but not subject to peer review (Hugh et al., 
2020; Landrum et al., 2002). Developing teachers’ skills in curating and judging such 
information’s alignment with evidence-based practice, rather than decrying all such sources as 
inherently untrustworthy, is more likely to facilitate their application of professional wisdom in 
their everyday practice. 
Limitations of the Study  
In designing and carrying out the present investigation, efforts were made to ensure 
generalizable results within the targeted population and to limit potential error within the 
instrumentation and procedures. Nevertheless, as with all research, the study is subject to several 
limitations. The global COVID-19 pandemic introduced several unavoidable obstacles to 
quantitative data collection. District-imposed research moratoriums coupled with increased 
demands on teachers’ time during school building closures impacted recruitment and contributed 
to a smaller sample size than originally intended. However, the survey sample was broadly 
representative of novice teachers in North and South Carolina, with balanced demographics, 
professional contexts, and preparatory experiences. A second limitation arising from COVID-19 
school building closures related to the collection of retrospective reports on teachers’ frequency 
of use during the previous school year. Retrospective reporting introduced potential 
measurement error but was necessary to collect data representative of the provision of EBPs 
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during typical in-person instruction. The measurement also did not account for teacher mobility, 
such as participants who may have been teaching in a different school or context during the 
previous year.  
Because of the survey sample size, some individual variable categories were 
representative of very small proportions of respondents. This was most evident in elements of 
preparation, such as a low proportion of participants with categorical licensure or holding an 
autism minor or certificate. With this sample’s limited geographic range, these groups may 
represent graduates of only a few EPPs which could have other similarities not measured by the 
survey instrument. Lastly, the knowledge rating scale was self-reported and therefore does not 
represent an objective measurement of knowledge. Although brief definitions were provided 
within the survey, interview data revealed misunderstandings of some EBPs that teachers 
claimed to be using frequently. Observations or other objective measures of implementation 
were beyond the scope of this study, but the knowledge ratings must be interpreted as a 
subjective construct. 
Future Research Directions 
Continued work in the fields of special education and implementation science should 
further address the role of subjective elements of teachers’ practice in innovative ways. Efficacy 
studies of identified or promising practices would be improved by the inclusion of social validity 
measures beyond simplistic consumer satisfaction ratings (Callahan et al., 2017). However, 
translation beyond research settings relies on an understanding of authentic teachers and 
classrooms, not just those participating in research studies (Parsons et al., 2013). In order to 
realize consistent and widespread use of EBPs in all schools and by all teachers, researchers and 
teacher educators should focus on identifying how teachers best learn about and buy into 
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evidence-based practice. Avenues for this research include the application of the scholarship of 
teaching and learning to pre-service programs, the use of innovative methods of measuring 
teachers’ beliefs and behaviors, and the active involvement of practitioners in autism research.  
Educator preparation programs (EPPs) can leverage feedback from graduates to 
simultaneously support program improvement and contribute to an understanding of critical 
components leading to teachers’ future implementation of EBPs. Using a similar structure as the 
present investigation, surveys and interviews of alumni from individual EPPs would help 
identify effective and ineffective components of their programs. The work of Conderman et al. 
(2013) provides an example of such evaluation focused on beneficial program elements, 
graduates’ suggestions for improvement, and current training needs. Such EPP-specific studies 
have the potential to isolate the elements of individual programs most impacting novice teachers’ 
behaviors. Additionally, longitudinal study would support an understanding of how teachers’ 
decision-making and implementation of EBPs changes over the course of pre-service training 
and their early years in the classroom. Administering social validity measurements at multiple 
time points during pre-service training could pinpoint the effects of specific courses or field 
experiences in a way that cross-sectional measurements cannot.  
Although research has demonstrated an upward trend in special educators’ knowledge 
and use of EBPs for students with autism within the last decade, this body of research relies on 
self-reported, retrospective measures (Knight et al., 2019; Morrier et al., 2011; Sulek et al., 
2019). Objective assessment of knowledge would ensure teachers are not overestimating their 
expertise or basing their reports on fundamental misunderstandings of practices. Measurements 
of fidelity of implementation are often characterized as more reliable and objective than self-
reported use (Harn et al., 2013; Stahmer et al., 2015). Unfortunately, observational study of 
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teachers’ fidelity is resource intensive and introduces its own limitations through observer effects 
and potential biases (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). One recommendation to improve the quality 
of self reports of both implementation and social validity is the use of experience sampling 
methods (ESM). ESM uses brief surveys several times a day to collect self-reports of immediate 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (Zirkel et al., 2015). This method would allow for more 
objective measurements of frequency of use and assessments of acceptability and feasibility as 
teachers are actively making instructional decisions. With this in-the-moment information, 
researchers could better examine the facilitators and barriers of individual implementation. 
Finally, the teachers in this study made it clear they have unique expertise related to using 
EBPs in authentic contexts. They described their complex considerations for EBP selection and 
implementation and identified the strengths and weaknesses of the EBPs they are expected to 
use. Researchers would be wise to capitalize on the wisdom of these experts of the realities of 
teaching. In addition to contributing to broad investigations of teachers’ knowledge and beliefs 
like the present study, practitioners can bring valuable insights to the design, adaptation, and 
evaluation of individual EBPs in everyday classrooms (Parsons et al., 2013; Stahmer et al., 
2012). These mutually beneficial partnerships can concurrently serve as effective dissemination 
of research to practitioners and as meaningful opportunities for researchers to understand the 
“real worlds” of teachers and students. Although there are certainly challenges inherent in 
merging the priorities and practicalities of rigorous research with those of teachers on the front 
lines of education, the potential to expand the provision of high-quality teaching to all students 




Novice teachers represent a unique link between research and practice. As pre-service 
teachers, they were trained in the most current context of evidence-based practice, and as new 
professionals, they have the potential to impact the education of students for years to come. The 
present research contributes to a growing body of evidence suggesting teachers’ perceptions of 
social validity greatly impact their use of EBPs for students with autism. With this in mind, 
educator preparation programs and teacher educators must recognize their roles in building not 
only objective knowledge but also subjective buy-in to EBPs. What teachers do in their 
classrooms stems from what they know, what they value, and what environments they work 
within. Narrowing, and eventually closing, the research-to-practice gap will require a holistic 
approach to cultivating teachers’ professional wisdom to provide high-quality, evidence-based 
instruction for students with autism. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill   
Research Information   
IRB Study #: 20-2169    
Principal Investigator: Jordan McNeill Lukins      
 
You have been invited to participate in an online survey about intervention practices for students 
with autism. You are being asked to take part in this research study because you are a beginning 
special education teacher in North or South Carolina. 
 
Being in a research study is completely voluntary. You can choose not to be in this research 
study or to stop at any time. If you agree to take part in this research, you will be asked to 
complete the following online survey. The survey should take approximately 30 minutes to 
complete. We expect that up to 300 teachers will take part in this research study. You may 
choose to stop taking the survey at any time, and you may skip any question for any reason. You 
must be at least 18 years old to participate. If you are younger than 18, please stop now. 
 
The possible risks to you in taking part in this research are minimal, including possible feelings 
of discomfort when answering the survey questions. There is no direct benefit of participation. 
To protect your identity as a research participant, no identifiable information will be required, 
and the researcher will not share your information with anyone. You will have the option to 
provide contact information to participate in a follow-up interview. This information is optional 
and will not be shared or used in any publications about this research. 
 
In gratitude for your time and input, at the conclusion of the survey you will have the opportunity 
to enter your name into a drawing for a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card. If you choose to 
enter the drawing, your contact information will not be connected to your survey responses. 
  
 If you have any questions regarding this study, you may contact the investigator via email at 
jmcneill@unc.edu. If you have questions or concerns regarding your rights as a research 
participant, you may contact the UNC Institutional Review Board at (919) 966-3113 or via email 
at IRB_subjects@unc.edu. This research was determined to be exempt from federal human 
subjects research regulations.   
 
To be eligible for this study you must:             
 be a licensed special education teacher   
 teach in North or South Carolina in a public, private, or charter school   
 be in your 2nd, 3rd, or 4th year of teaching after completing a special education licensure 
program   
 teach students in grades K-12    






Please select one: 
o I have read the study information and voluntarily agree to participate.  
o I do not wish to participate.  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Please select one: = I do not wish to participate. 
Page Break  
 
Are you currently a licensed K-12 special education teacher in a public, private, or charter 
school? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Are you currently a licensed… = No 
Page Break  
 
During the current school year (2020-21), how many students with an educational eligibility area 
of autism do you teach? 
_________________________________ 
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Condition: During the current school y... Is Equal to 0.  
Page Break  
 
How many full years of special education teaching have you completed? 
  
 Do not include the current school year. Do not include student teaching or teaching in a field 
other than special education. (i.e., If the 2020-21 school year is your first year teaching special 
education, enter 0.) 
_____________________________ 
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Condition: How many full years of... Is Greater Than or Equal to 4. 
Skip To: End of Survey If Condition: How many full years of... Is Equal to 0. 
Page Break  
 
In which state do you currently teach? 
▼ Alabama ... I do not reside in the United States 
Skip To: End of Survey If In which state… Is Not Equal to North Carolina OR South Carolina 
 
Page Break  
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What level best describes the grade(s) you currently teach? 
o pre-kindergarten  
o elementary school  
o middle school  
o high school  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If What level best describes the grade(s)… = pre-kindergarten 
 
Which best describes the educational setting in which you mostly provide instruction to students 
with autism this year? 
o Inclusive general education classroom  
o Resource classroom  
o Self-contained special education classroom (cross-categorical disabilities)  
o Self-contained special education classroom (autism-specific)  
o Separate special education school  
 
Page Break  
 
Do you currently teach in a Title I school? 
o Yes  
o No  
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Which type of program did you complete for your initial certification in special education? 
o Bachelor's degree  
o Master's degree  
o Alternative Licensure (non-degree)  
o Add-on licensure exam only  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Which type of program… = Add-on licensure exam only 
 
What is the name of the college/university or alternative program where you completed your 





Page Break  
Which special education licensure area was your initial certification program designed to lead 
to? 
o Special education: General curriculum  
o Special education: Adapted curriculum  
o Birth-kindergarten  
o Early childhood  
o Multi-categorical  
o Learning disabilities  
o Intellectual disabilities  
o Behavior/emotional disabilities  
o Severe disabilities  
o Visual impairments  
o Hearing impairments  
o Other ________________________________________________ 
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Which of the following specialty areas did you complete, if any? 
 Minor in autism  
 Dual licensure (general education and special education)  
 Graduate certificate in autism  
 Graduate certificate in behavior support  
 Graduate certificate in assistive technology  
 Board Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) certification  
 None of the above  
 
Page Break  
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Did you take a course specifically on autism in your teacher preparation program? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
Display This Question: 
If Did you take a course specifically on autism in your teacher preparation program? = Yes 
Was the course on autism required or an elective? 
o Required course  
o Elective  
 
Display This Question: 
If Did you take a course specifically on autism in your teacher preparation program? = No 
Was a course on autism offered? 
o Yes  
o No  
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Did you take a course on research methods in your teacher preparation program? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
Display This Question: 
If Did you take a course on research methods in your teacher preparation program? = Yes 
Was the research methods course required or an elective? 
o Required course  
o Elective  
 
Display This Question: 
If Did you take a course on research methods in your teacher preparation program? = No 
Was a research methods course offered? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
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How much did each of the following course types in your teacher preparation program include 
information about teaching students with autism? 
 

































course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Behavior/classroom 
management 
course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Pedagogy/methods 
course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Diversity course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Educational 
technology 
course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Mathematics 
course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
Literacy course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
Research methods 
course(s)  o  o  o  o  o  
 




Which of the following, if any, major assignments did you complete on a topic or content 
specifically related to autism during your teacher preparation program? (Select all that apply) 
 Research paper  
 Presentation (oral and/or multimedia)  
 Case study analysis  
 Lesson plan  
 Other (please describe) _________________________________ 
 None of the above  
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During your teacher preparation program, how many different field experiences did you 
complete (i.e., practicums, internships, student teaching)? 
__________________ 
 
In how many of those field experiences did you work with at least one student with autism? 
__________________ 
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Approximately how many hours of professional development have you participated in this 
school year in each of the following categories: 
o Beginning teacher support _______________ 
o Autism-specific topics ____________________ 
o Other special education-related topics ________________ 
o Other professional development provided by your school ______________ 
o Other professional development provided by your district or state ________________ 
 
Page Break  
Do you have a mentor teacher assigned by your school or district? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
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Display This Question: 
If Do you have a mentor teacher assigned by your school or district? = Yes 
Is your mentor teacher a special education teacher? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
 
Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements related to your 




Disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Teachers have sufficient 
access to appropriate 
instructional materials.  o  o  o  o  
Teachers have sufficient 
instructional time to meet 
the needs of all students.  o  o  o  o  
Teachers are trusted to 
make sound professional 
decisions about 
instruction.  
o  o  o  o  
The school leadership 
consistently supports 
teachers.  o  o  o  o  
Page Break  
 
We recognize that instruction and intervention has been disrupted by COVID-19. Which best 
describes your current teaching situation? 
o I teach all of my students in person every day  
o I teach a combination of in-person and remotely  
o I teach all of my students remotely with no in-person instruction  
 
Page Break  
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Discrete Trial Training:  One-on-one instruction of repeated trials consisting of teacher 
presentation, student response, and reinforcement or consequence. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Prompting: A system of verbal, gestural, and/or physical assistance to support the 
development of a behavior or skill. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Peer-based Instruction and Intervention: Intervention in which peers are taught to socialize 
with or support the learning goals of students with autism. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Picture Exchange Communication System (PECS): 6-phase protocol for teaching 
functional communication skills, beginning with exchanging a picture for a desired item. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Modeling: Demonstration of a desired target behavior or skill that leads to student use of the 
behavior or skill. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Visual Schedules: Use of visuals (pictures, written words, objects, etc.) to identify the 
activities to be completed and the order in which to complete them.  
 o  o  o  o  o  































Reinforcement: Provision of an activity, item, or other consequence after a student 
demonstrates a behavior or skill to increase the likelihood of that behavior or skill in the 
future. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Antecedent-based Intervention: Making systematic, proactive changes to the environment in 
order to increase a positive behavior or reduce a challenging behavior. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Time Delay: Using a brief, planned delay between the initial instruction and additional 
instructions or prompts. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Social Narratives: Written stories that systematically describe social situations, highlight 
relevant skills or behaviors, and offer examples of appropriate responding. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Video Modeling:  Providing a video-recorded demonstration of a targeted behavior or skill 
prior to a learner attempting to replicate the video model.  
 o  o  o  o  o  
Technology-aided Instruction and Intervention: Instruction in which technology is the 
central feature and the technology is specifically designed to teach a behavior or skill. 
 o  o  o  o  o  
Page Break  
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We recognize that your teaching likely looks very different this year due to COVID-19. For the 
next question, please think back to last school year (2019-2020) and how often you used these 
strategies during face-to-face teaching. 
 
When teaching in person last school year, how often did you use each of the intervention 
practices below with a student or students with autism? 
 
Never 








 (at least 
once per 
week but not 
every day) 
Often 
 (about once 
per day) 
Frequently 
 (more than 
once per day) 
Discrete Trial 
Training  o  o  o  o  o  
Prompting  o  o  o  o  o  
 Reinforcement   o  o  o  o  o  
Antecedent-
based 
Intervention  o  o  o  o  o  
Peer-based 
Instruction and 




System (PECS)  
o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  
Time Delay  o  o  o  o  o  
Social 




Modeling  o  o  o  o  o  
Visual 
Schedules  o  o  o  o  o  
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While providing virtual or remote instruction, how often do you use each of the intervention 
practices below with a student or students with autism? 
 
Never 








 (at least 
once per 
week but not 
every day) 
Often 
 (about once 
per day) 
Frequently 
 (more than 
once per day) 
Discrete Trial 
Training  o  o  o  o  o  
Prompting  o  o  o  o  o  
 Reinforcement   o  o  o  o  o  
Antecedent-
based 
Intervention  o  o  o  o  o  
Peer-based 
Instruction and 




System (PECS)  
o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  




Narratives  o  o  o  o  o  
Video 
Modeling  o  o  o  o  o  
Visual 
Schedules  o  o  o  o  o  
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Thank you for your time and input so far! The rest of the survey will ask about your experiences 
with some of the specific practices you may use with students with autism. 
 
Start of Block: ABI 
Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
How much do you agree with each of the following statements about Antecedent-based 
Interventions? 
 
Antecedent-based Interventions: Making systematic, proactive changes to the environment in 














Interventions are too 
complex to carry out 
accurately.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Antecedent-based 
Interventions are a good way 
to address the needs of my 
student(s) with autism.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
I would implement 
Antecedent-based 
Interventions with a good 
deal of enthusiasm.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
The material resources  
needed for Antecedent-based 
Interventions are reasonable.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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I would be able to allocate 
my time to implement 
Antecedent-based 
Interventions.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
My administrators would be 
supportive of my use of 
Antecedent-based 
Interventions.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Page Break  
Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
 
How did you learn about Antecedent-based Interventions? Select all that apply. 
 Teacher preparation program: undergraduate or graduate courses provided by a 
college, university, or licensure program  
 Less than half-day workshop: workshop lasting less than 4 hours  
 Full day or more workshop: workshop lasting more than 4 hours, including 
multiple days  
 Peer teacher/coaching: a professional colleague taught you about, modeled, 
and/or coached you in the intervention  
 Self-taught: you read books or articles or accessed Internet-based information, 
trainings, or webinars  
 
Page Break  
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Display This Question: 
If If How did you learn about Antecedent-based Interventions? Select all that apply. 
q://QID130/SelectedChoicesCount Is Greater Than or Equal to  2 
Carry Forward Selected Choices from "How did you learn about Antecedent-based 
Interventions? Select all that apply." 
 
Of the trainings you have received in Antecedent-based Interventions, which one has had the 
most impact on your knowledge of this practice? 
o Teacher preparation program: undergraduate or graduate courses provided by a 
college, university, or licensure program  
o Less than half-day workshop: workshop lasting less than 4 hours  
o Full day or more workshop: workshop lasting more than 4 hours, including multiple 
days  
o Peer teacher/coaching: a professional colleague taught you about, modeled, and/or 
coached you in the intervention  
o Self-taught: you read books or articles or accessed Internet-based information, trainings, 
or webinars  
 
Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Antecedent-based Intervention [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
During training or on your own, which of the following resources have you accessed to learn 
about Antecedent-based Interventions? Select all that apply. 
 Online training modules  
 Research publications or journal articles  
 Blogs or other websites  
 Textbooks  
 Other teachers or colleagues  
 
Page Break  
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Display This Question: 
If How did you learn about Antecedent-based Interventions? Select all that apply. = Teacher 
preparation program 
How did you learn about Antecedent-based Interventions in your teacher preparation program? 
o in coursework (e.g., lectures, assignments)  
o in fieldwork (e.g., internships, student teaching)  
o in both coursework and fieldwork  
 
Page Break  
Block repeats for remaining 10 EBPs 
 
Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != Picture 
Exchange Communication System (PECS)[ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != 
Picture Exchange Communication System (PECS) [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
Have you received PECS training from a Pyramid Educational Consultants certified trainer? 
o Yes  
o No 
  
Page Break  
Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != Social 
Narratives [ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != Social 
Narratives [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
Have you attended a training on Carol Gray's Social Stories led by a certified facilitator? 
o Yes  
o No  
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Display This Question: 
If How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != Visual 
Schedules [ I know nothing about this practice 0 ] 
And How much do you know about each of the intervention practices listed below? != Visual 
Schedules [ I have heard of this practice 1 ] 
Have you attended a TEACCH structured teaching training led by a certified TEACCH 
instructor?  
o Yes, a five-day classroom training  
o Yes, a workshop  
o No  
 
Page Break  
 
We appreciate your valuable input as a teacher expert! Before finishing up, we have a few 
questions about your demographics.  
 
What is your gender? 
o Male  
o Female  
o Nonbinary  
 
What is your age? _______ 
 
Which of the following describe(s) you? (select all that apply) 
 American Indian or Alaska Native  
 Asian  
 Black or African American  
 Hispanic/Latino origin  
 Middle Eastern or North African  
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  
 White  
 
Page Break  
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How did you hear about this survey? 
o email from college or university  
o email from state or local school system  
o email from a professional organization (e.g., CEC, DADD)  
o direct email from the researcher  
o social media (e.g., Twitter, Facebook)  
o friend or colleague  
o Other ________________________________________________ 
 
Page Break  
We would like to interview a small group of survey respondents to learn more about your 
experience using evidence-based practices with students with autism. Interviews will be 
conducted by Zoom and last approximately 25-40 minutes. Interview participants will receive a 
$35 gift card in appreciation for their time. 
 
 
Would you be willing to be contacted about participating in an interview? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Page Break  
Display This Question: 
If We would like to interview a small group of survey respondents to learn more about your 
experienc... = Yes 
 
Please enter your email address. 
Note: This information will only be used to contact you regarding the interview. Your survey 
responses will remain confidential. 
________________________________ 
 
Page Break  
 
Thank you so much for taking the time to complete this survey. Would you like to be entered 
into a drawing for a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card? 
o Yes  
o No  
 




Page Break  
Link to survey: 
If Thank you so much for taking the time… = Yes 
 
Thank you for participating in the survey! Please enter your first and last name and email address 
below if you would like to enter for a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card. Your personal 
information will not be connected to your survey responses. 
 
What is your first and last name? __________________________________________ 
 
What is your email address? ___________________________________________ 
 
Page Break  
 




APPENDIX B: SURVEY RECRUITMENT EMAIL 
Subject: Seeking Special Educator Input on Autism Interventions 
Good morning! My name is Jordan McNeill Lukins, and I am a Ph.D. Candidate in special 
education at UNC Chapel Hill and a former North Carolina special educator. As part of my 
dissertation, I am conducting a survey to learn more about how beginning special education 
teachers think about and use various strategies with their students with autism, and how 
pre-service experiences influence their future classroom practice. I hope to include responses 
from [your school’s alumni / your state’s teachers / your organization’s members]. I am 
contacting you for recruitment assistance due to your role as [role] at [organization]. 
If you are willing to assist with distributing my survey, I simply ask that you forward the 
below information to 
 For university contacts: 2017, 2018, and 2019 graduates of your undergraduate, graduate, 
or alternative licensure programs that lead to initial certification in special education. 
 For departments of education contacts: special education teachers in their second, third, 
or fourth year of teaching experience. 
 For professional organizations: any member lists that include special education teachers 
in their second, third, or fourth year of teaching experience. 
If there is an alternate contact at your school/organization who may be better able to assist, 
please feel free to forward this information.  
In gratitude for your assistance with recruitment, we would like to offer you an EBP resource 
document to support your [faculty/department/students/membership] and the opportunity to 
receive an executive summary of the study’s results. Additionally, you may enter your name into 
a random drawing for a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card. After you have forwarded this 
information, please click <here> to report your distribution of the survey and select your 
incentives. 
If you have any questions regarding this survey, you may contact me via email at 
jmcneill@unc.edu. This study has been reviewed by the IRB under study number #20-2169. 
Thank you so much for your consideration! 
-------------------------------Forward information below this line--------------------------------- 
Beginning special education teachers: We need your help! 
We want to hear from you about the practices you use when teaching students with autism!  
Every day, you teach students with varied needs using countless different strategies, all while 
handling increasing demands and limited resources. Research has identified “what works” for 
students with autism, but we need to understand how teachers teach in real-world 
classrooms, day in and day out—that’s where you come in! We are looking for beginning 
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special educators like you to participate in a research study by completing an online survey. This 
research will help us to better understand how you learned about different interventions and how 
you use them with your students with autism. 
You are eligible to participate if: 
 you are a licensed K-12 special educator in North or South Carolina 
 you are in your second, third, or fourth year of teaching  
 you currently teach at least one student with autism  
The survey should take about 30 minutes of your time. You will not be required to provide any 
personal information, so your answers will not be identified as yours.  
In gratitude for your time and input, at the conclusion of the survey you will have the opportunity 
to enter your name into a drawing for a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card. 
Visit the link below to access the web-based survey and provide your valuable input.  
<Survey: Interventions for Students with Autism> 
If you are unable to access the above hyperlink, please visit <link>. 
If you have any questions regarding this survey, you may contact me via email at 
jmcneill@unc.edu. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a research 
participant, you may contact the Institutional Review Board at (919) 966-3113 or via email at 




APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW RECRUITMENT EMAIL 
Subject: Follow-up research interview 
Good morning! Recently, you responded to a research survey conducted as part of my 
dissertation and shared your experiences with various strategies and interventions for students 
with autism. You indicated in the survey that you would be interested in participating in a brief 
follow-up interview. I would love to set up a time to hear your perspectives and experiences! 
The purpose of this interview is to better understand how you decide which interventions to use 
with your students with autism. The interview is expected to take approximately 20-40 minutes 
and can be scheduled at a time convenient for you by Zoom video call. I will be recording this 
interview so that we can transcribe your comments later and analyze the themes that emerge. 
However, your name, school district, and other personal information will not be used or 
connected to your responses in any way.  
In appreciation for your time and input, you will receive a $35 Amazon gift card after fully 
completing the interview.  
If you are willing to participate in this interview, please visit this Calendly page <link> to 
select an available date and time. Please note that your participation in this interview must 
occur outside of your contracted working hours. 
If you have any questions regarding this study, you may contact me via email at 
jmcneill@unc.edu. This study has received IRB approval under study number #20-2169. Thank 
you so much for sharing your thoughts! 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW CONSENT 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Research Information Sheet 
IRB Study #: 20-2169 
Principal Investigator: Jordan McNeill 
 
The purpose of this research study is to learn more about how teachers use intervention practices 
with their students with autism. This interview will help expand upon the results of the survey 
that you and many other teachers completed. You are being asked to take part in a research study 
because you are a K-12 special educator in the first four years of your career.  
 
Being in a research study is completely voluntary. You can choose not to be in this research 
study. You can also say yes now and change your mind later.  
 
If you agree to take part in this research, you will be asked to participate in a one-on-one 
interview using Zoom conferencing. Your participation in this part of the study will take about 
25-40 minutes. We expect that 8-10 other people will take part in the interview portion of the 
research study. 
 
During the interview, you can choose not to answer any question you do not wish to answer. You 
can also choose to stop the interview at any time. You must be at least 18 years old to participate. 
If you are younger than 18 years old, please stop now. 
 
The possible risks of taking part in this research are minor, including possible feelings of 
discomfort or embarrassment during the interview. As with any study involving collection of 
data, there is the possibility of a breach of confidentiality. To protect your identity as a research 
subject, the research data will not be stored with your name and the researcher will not share 
your information with anyone. Your name and any other private information will be removed 
from the interview transcriptions and will not be used in any publication about this research. 
 
Your participation in this research study requires audio recording of the interview. This 
recording will be transcribed into written form without any identifiable information. The audio 
recording will be stored in a secure digital location and destroyed after transcription is 
completed.  
 
If you have any questions about this research, please contact the Investigator named at the top of 
this form at jmcneill@unc.edu. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research 





APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
Call participant at a mutually agreed upon time. Start the interview by introducing yourself and 
thanking the individual for his/her participation. 
Good morning! Thanks for joining me today. Are you able to see and hear me and see the 
intro slide on the screen? The slides on my screen will have the questions and some visuals 
you can reference while we talk. 
My name is Jordan Lukins, and I am a Ph.D. candidate in special education at UNC 
Chapel Hill. I am conducting this research for my dissertation. I am also a former special 
education teacher in resource and self-contained classrooms in North Carolina. I have been 
on both the teaching and the research side, and the goal of my dissertation is to bring those 
two worlds and perspectives together. I think it is very important for researchers to listen 
to teachers and understand the context of schools and classrooms. 
The purpose of this interview is to learn more about how teachers use intervention 
practices with their students with autism. This interview will help expand upon the results 
of the survey that you and many other teachers completed. I am interested in hearing about 
your opinions, experiences, and your day-to-day considerations.  
Were you able to read the study information sheet that I emailed to you? 
[If not, open the document and provide time for the participant to read.] 
Do you have any questions?  
With this information, are you willing to continue with the interview? 
Do you agree to have this interview audio-recorded and transcribed? (If yes, start recording. 
If no, discontinue interview.) 
Throughout our conversation, you may ask follow-up questions or choose not to respond. I 
want to know your honest thoughts and reactions, positive or negative. There are no wrong 
answers. 
1. First, can you briefly describe your current teaching position and experience with 
students with autism? 
2. Overall, how would you define evidence-based practice? How relevant and 
important is it to you? 
3. How have you learned about strategies and interventions for students with autism? 
 
Optional probes to follow up on question 3: 
 Were there specific classes or assignments you remember? 
 How did you get access to that training? 
 Did that training occur in your teacher preparation program or in-service PD? 
 Can you describe what resources you’ve used or what that process of finding information 
on your own looks like? 
 
Next, I’d like to talk about some of the specific identified EBPs for students with autism. 
These are 12 of those practices with research to support academic, communication, and 
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social goals for school-aged students. Display on-screen. Knowing that teachers are tasked 
with choosing from a range of strategies and that you certainly can’t and shouldn’t use 
everything every day, I’d like to get a better idea of how you make those decisions for your 
teaching. 
4. In the survey, you indicated that some evidence-based practices you use most 
frequently are [3-4 EBPs]. Display on-screen. Can you talk about why you choose to 
use any or all of those particular practices in your classroom? 
5. Alternatively, you also said that you rarely or never use [3-4 EBPs] in your teaching. 
Display on-screen. Can you explain why you don’t use those practices? 
 
Optional probes to follow up on questions 5 & 6: 
 Is there anything about the EBP itself that makes you want to use/not use [EBP]? 
 Are there elements of your school or classroom that make you more/less likely to use 
[EBP]? 
 Are there any of these practices that you would never be willing to use for any student in 
any context? 
 
6. Do you have any other reflections on using evidence-based practice that we didn’t 
talk about? 
 
Modified member check: 
Thank you so much for your time today. Before we finish up, I just want to briefly 
summarize what I’ve heard from you to make sure I’m interpreting your ideas correctly. 
[Summarize general attitude and primary influential factors on EBP use] 
Does that sound right? Do you have any other comments or questions before we finish up? 
Thank the interviewee for their time and input. Confirm email address for sending gift card 




APPENDIX F: QUALITATIVE CODEBOOK 
Category Code Definition 
Role of training Pre-service 
program type 
Describes the relevance of pre-service program types, 
(e.g., degree level, licensure area, or concentrations) 
 Coursework Describes instruction or assignments including EBPs in 
specific pre-service courses. 
 Field experience Describes observation or use of EBPs in practica, 
internships, or student teaching. 
 In-service training  Describes formal training experiences, such as 
workshops or institutes, completed since beginning 
teaching career. 
 Learning by doing Describes learning about an EBP through hands-on and 
in-classroom practice. 
 Collegial learning Describes learning about EBPs from colleagues, 
informally or through more formal coaching 
relationships. 
 Resources Names specific physical or technological resources 
accessed to learn about EBPs. 
 Self-directed Describes seeking out information on EBPs 
independently. 
Role of context Administrative 
support  
References school culture or school/district leadership 
as a relevant consideration in EBP implementation. 
 Caseload  References number of students with autism as a 
relevant consideration in EBP implementation. 
 Grade level References grade level or age of students as a relevant 
consideration in EBP implementation. 
 Classroom type References classroom type (e.g., inclusive, resource, 




Describes the use of EBPs for specific student 
characteristics or learning profiles (e.g., 
verbal/nonverbal, cognitive level, 'level of 
functioning') 
 Demographics References other demographics of student population 
(e.g., race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status) as a 





Assigns value judgment (positive or negative) to the 
role of research or EBP in education. 
 Mandatory in 
nature 




 Willingness Expresses neutral willingness to use EBPs in practice. 
 Personal 
enthusiasm 
Describes general personal valuation (e.g., like or 
dislike) of an EBP. 
 Familiarity Discusses degree of familiarity or knowledge of an 
EBP. 
 Misunderstandings Expresses confusion about an EBP or describes it 
incorrectly. 
 Alignment with 
goals 
Describes the application of EBPs to meeting specific 
goals (e.g., target skills, content areas). 
 Procedural 
feasibility 
Describes ease or complexity of implementing an 
EBP's procedures with fidelity. 
 Resource-intensity Describes resource requirements of EBP 
implementation (e.g., time, cost, or personnel). 
 Generalizability Discusses the ability to generalize use of an EBP 
across different students or settings. 
 Relative 
advantage 
Directly compares any two or more practices (EBPs or 
non-EBP) to describe reasoning for selection. 
 Teaching 
philosophy 
Discusses alignment of EBPs with philosophy/beliefs 
about teaching students with autism (e.g., behaviorism, 
naturalistic teaching, structured teaching) 
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